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TE QO..1'H.E 
Moft Reverend Father in GOD, 


THOMAS, 


(By Divine Providence) 


Lord Arch-Bifhop of YO RK, 
PRIMATE OF 
ENGLAND, 
AND 


METROPOLITAN. 


May it pleafe your Grace, 


J \Here w nothing more Plea- 
fant in it felf , nor more 
Ofeful to thofe of . the 


Sacred Funition, than the Study. of 
Ecclefiaftical Antiquity : But yet 


many 


SIRE irae RUS aA 
oh a 


~The Epiftle Dedicatory, 


many of that Order have not the 
Advantage or the Opportunity to ac- 
quire ths Knowledge ‘from the Ori- 
ginal. Authors, and therefore are 
forced to, Jeek it in the Roman Edi. 
tions of the Councils, and the Modern 
Eli storians of that Church: Where 
every thing 15 mifreprefented and 
placed in Jo Falfe a Light , that its 
hard to find out what is Truth, 
Some. of the Senuine . Remains 0 
Antiquity they have concealed 5 but 
they have faified and altered more, 
and added fo much to the Primitive 
Records, efpecially in the first: Pour 
Centuries, that near Ehree Parts of 
Four ( both in Baronius and the 
Councils) are modern Forgertes , 
manife Legends , -and impertinent 
Excurfions into § ophiftical Vindica- 
tions 5 of the later Dottrins and 
BAN Practices 
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The Epiftle Dedicatory. 
Prattices of Rome. It would there- 
fore be a:-Work worthy of this exe 
cellent Church in fo Learned an Age, 
to make an acurate Collection of that, 
and only that which w true and cer- 
tain in the Primitive Hiftory and 
Councils, ?Tis true, divers Eminent 
Men have made fome fteps toward 
it; but it is too great an Undertaking 
for any One Man to accomplifh , as 
appears by that generous Projet of 
Dr.Thomas James, Propofed to the 
Mot Learned: Primate of Ireland, 
to employ a Select Company of both 
Univerfities, with due Affstances 
and Encouragement for the perfetting 
this Defign : Wherefore in the mean 
time, it may be ferviceable to gather 
together fome Materials for fo Noble 
a purpofe , and that firft encouraged 
me to make. thefe Obfervations as 1 
WAS 
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The Epiftle Dedicatory. 


‘was Reading the Annals of Baro- 


nius with the Councils: Which I 
have (by the Advice of fome of my. 
Friends ) Methodically digefted in 
this little Tract; and I hope it may 
be ufeful , not only to dirett [uch as 
apply themfelves to this kind of Study, 
but alfo to confirm others of Our own 
Communion in their firm Adherence to 
their Excellent Religion, when they 
Jee fo many plain Evidences , That 
all the Roman Churches Pretences 
to Antiquity ( both in Dottrin and 
Worfhip) are founded on, and main- 
tained by little elfe, but thofe Forge- 
ries and Corruptions, by which they 
Impofed upon the Ignorant and Eafe 
World for Six or Seven Centuries 
together. Thefe Pious Frauds (as 
Lhey counted them) did indeed then 
advance their Tatere/t , and eStablifh 
their 
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The Epiftle Dedicatory. 
their Errors; but now when they are 
detetted by this Difcerning Genera- 
tion , they prove their utter Shame ; 
and did not Secular Advantages and 
Implicit Faith, or Fear and Inquifitt- 
ons binder thofe under their Yoke from 
being acquainted , or however from 
owning thefe unfaithful Attings of 
their Spiritual Guides ; T hefe Difcove- 
ries would not only fecure Our People, 
but make many Converts from Them. 
But (My Lord) whatever the 
Work or the Succefs be, I am obliged 
to lay it at Your Graces Feet, as the 
firft thing I have made Public fice 
Your Graces happy Advancement to the 
Government of this Church, whereof 
Tl ama Member, and wherein by Your 
Graces Influence I fhall ftudy to ferve 
the Primitive-Proteftant-Church of 
England, Which I befeech Al- 


a mighty 


The Epistle Dedicatory. 
mighty GOD to defend from all 
its Enemies, and long to preferve 
Your Grace, tobe a Support and 
an Honour toit. SoPrays, 


MY LORD, 


Your Graces most Dutiful 


YorksAug.20. 
1689. 


Son and Servant, 


THO: COMBER. 


THE 


troduction 


T Ffen Campian long ago undertook to defend 

the Roman Caufe, he boafted, that He was 

| ftrengthned with the firm and powerful 

Guard of all the Councils, and that all the General 

Councils were on his fide (a). Which vain Brag the @) Campian, 
Writers fromthe Roman Church do frequently repeat sh neta 
to this very day. But he that with Fudgment and 
Diligence {hall perufe their own allowed Editions of 
the Councils, wil eafily difcover the falfhood of this 
Affertion: For there is fuch adding and expunginz, 
fuch altering and difguifing things in the Body of the 
Councils, and fach excufing, falfifying, and fhuffling in 
the Notes, that a Fudicious Reader will foon perceive 
thefe Venerable Records, truly fet down and explained, 
do not favour them. But thefe Corruptious are carried 
on with fuch Confidence and Cunning, that an unexepe- 
rienced and unwary Student, may be impofed on by this 
Jpecious fhew of Venerable Antiquity: For their fakes 
therefore,it’s necefjary to take a fhort view of that Fraud 
and Policy, which is fo commonly made ufe of in thofe 
Editions of the Councils which pafs through the Roman 
Mint, efpecially in thofe which are in molt ufe among us, BE I 
viz, Zhe Edition of Sevyerinus Binius (4), and that of Colon.1618, 


7 


a 2 Labbe 


(b) Edit. Bindi 
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The Introduétion. 


(c) Edit.Lab.& Labbé and Coffartius (c), whereiz Binius his Notes are 
Amicgne printed verbatim. Which ufeful defign was begun by a 
Learned and Ingenious Gentleman, in a Trad enti tuled 
Roman Forgeries, printed at London, An, 1673: But 
that Author doth not follow the exact order of Ti ene nor 
doth he go much beyond the Nicene Council, and even 
in that Period he'left out many plain Inftances; <i 
whereas hedied, before he had preceeded any furthe 
L refolved to begin where he left off: But for Meth er ; 
fake, and to make this Difcourfe more entire, I have 
berun with the firfe Century, 4 and fo proceeded accord- 
inz ta the order of the several Councils ( a writing 
more briefly upon the Thr. ce fi rft Centuries, which were 
largely treat red of in that Author be ore) “Ved. cing the 
sccount of thefe Impoflures diwn to the end of the 
Fourth Century, ge te ewing (as I go along) what Ar- 
fees have been uj led by the Editors and Annotator ay 
crefs up thefe Ancient Build ences, fo-asto make them 
(cok favourably upon recir great Diana a Paseriisiy 
and other Cor ruptions (f the Roman iyhts To this 
cxd 448) have pub lifhed man) Brigtoy Councils, many 
counterfeit Canons and f forgee UT ecretc ls 5 and for luch 
as are gexuine, they have ae ely sltere sd the Text. 
ath by > Mirons and Diminutions, and have fo dif- 
ifed the Senfe Ly partial and f fall cious Notes, that 
it wil be Bien ‘(by the Remarks here madz upon 
them) their LufinefS i the pub bifbing thefe Volumes, 
vas not to promote the Tr ruth , out to- fer ve a Party. 
Nor can any thing elfe be ex pebled from Binius his 
Notes, which (as ye owns in his Preface) He took out 
of Baronius, eis and Pofevin: The defign of 
which three Men ( faith Richerius ax ingenucus Sor- 
bon Dedtor) is evident to all Men to have been no 
ather, but to proye the Pope was appointed. by 


C hrift 


The Introduction. 


Chrift to be the abfolute Monarch, and-Infallible 
ie of his Church (d). And fince the Notes (4) laa 
chiefly follow Baronius, we have, as we go alonz, in cane, 
every Period noted fev ead of the defigned Falfboods, 
and of the Contradittions, Errors and Miftakes in 
bis Annals. Which Hiftory is fo full of Forgeries, 
falfe Quotations , and feigned Riles to fet up the 
Credit of the Rte Church , and its corrupt Opz- 
nions and Prattices , that to difecver them all would 
require almoft as ae) Volumes as his Annals make : 
So that we muft content our felves with fome of th 
plaine/t Inftances which fall into this Matter son the 
Coux 673 ; and will fet them in a clear Light, and 
fhew they are as contrary to Reafon, as they are to 
true Hiffor ‘y. Whi ich guia we hope will be 
many ways ufeful: Firft,. It will tend to the eafe 


iz 
of thofe who intend to rea as ever the Tomes of the 
EC entils: cr the Annals « é Baronius, and fave 
them much time ae ae B prefe enting the pret- 
cipal Errors of thofe great Volumes at one View, 
which they we uid pe end a long time in fearching 
after, if they were to gather them up as they lye 
difperfed. Secondly, It may be very 4 eful ta thofe 
who defire to be rizhtly informed in the Co atro- 


hi / 

erfies between us ver he Roman Church , hecaufe 

it will give them a clear profpedt of what Councils 
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and other Antiquities are Authentic, and- may be 
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~The Introduétion, 


“danger to be feduced into a great efteem of the 
ao * . 

Opinions and Practices of the Roman € burch ; whey 
they find fo. many Seemingly ancient Traéls and 
Councils brought in to juftitie her in aff things, and 
fee (by this falfe Light ) all Ecclehaftical fliftory 
and Records fo modelled , as to perfwade their Read. 
ers, Lhat in the pureft Chriftian Times, all thiars 
were believed and done in the Catholic Church jufe 
as they are now at Rome. By when it foal appear, 
that all this is a continued Series and train of Im- 
pofares, it will render their Notious and Practices, 
not only fufpected , but odious ; 


as needing fuch vile 
; 2 , RY h/ 
and bafe Artifices, to make rem feem agreeable to 
true Antiquity. 


To this it may be Objetled, That divers of the 
Modern Writers of this Church » and e/pectally the 
moft Learned, do now own divers of thefe Forge- 
ries which we here dete to have bees Spurious , and 
therefore it feems needlefSto prove that whic they 
have already granted us, J reply, That none of 
them avn all thefe Corruptions , and divers of their 
Authors cite them very confidently ro this very day, 
and ftill the things themfelves fiand in their moft 
approved Editions of Councils , and the Remarks 
are only in Marginal Notes. But Since they were . 
believed in thofe Ages , while thei; Supremacy 
and other Novel Doétlrins wore setting up, and were 
urged for good Proofs » till thefe Opinions had taken 
root; it is not fatisfaction enIugh to renounce thap 
Evidence, of which they now have no more need ‘ 
unlefS they difclaim the Dottrins allo to which the 
firft gave Credit: And tiff they do this , tt us fit the 
World fhould kuow by what Falfe. Evidence they fir(e 
gained thefe Points. For » f a Man fhould get an 


Lftate 


to 


The Introduction. 


Eftate by Bribing bis fury and his Witneffes , it is 
not enough for him to confefs thefe Perfons were 
Suborned, unlefS he reftore the Ii gotten Lands ; and 
till he reftore them, he ought to be upbraided with 
his Bribery, even after he hath acknowledged it. 
Secondly, It may be alledged, That Junius , Rivet 
and Daillé abroad; Perkins, Cook avd James at 
home;-have taken great pains on this Subject, and 
that the Learned Author of the Hiftorieal Exami- 
nation of the Authority of General Councils , 
printed at London, 1688. hath already handled this 


Argument. I Anfwer, That the Six former are 


chiefly conceraed in the Tratts of particular Fa- 
thers, and make few Remarks on the Councils: 
The laft indeed keeps clofe to the Great Councils, 
Lut paffes over the Small ones; aud any who compares 
this Difcourfe with that, will find the Defign, the 
Method and Inftances fo different , that this Dif- 
courfe will fiill be ufeful ia its kind, as that will be 
alfo: For here, in an acurate Order, all the Frauds 
of that Church are put together throughout every 
Century, zot only what have been obferved by others, 
but many now firft taken notice of, and not obferved 
before. And indeed, the Inftances of thefe Frauds 
are fo many , that we have been forced to give but 


brief Touches upon divers of the Particulars, and © 


could neither enlarge upon fingle Inftances , nor adorn 
the Style ; our bufine/s being chiefly to direct the 
younger Studenes in Ecclefiattical Antiquity ; and if 
our Remarks be but fo clear as to be underftood by, 
and ufeful to them, we have our Aim. And it is 
hoped this may fufice to prove, That the genuine 
Records of Councils do condemn the Modern Do- 
frin, Worfbip and Difcipline of the Romau Church, 
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The Thtrodu@ion. 


and that whatever in thefe Editions of them feems 
to countenance thofe things , are Forgeries and Cor- 
ruptions devifed on purpofe to fet a falfe glofS upon 
their Modern Inventions. The Methodical Difcovery 
whereof may cowvince any unprejudiced Man, That 
Ours 25 the truly Ancient and Catholic Religion , and 
Tbeirs a Device of later times , which cannot be 
rendred any way agreeable to the Primitive Writings, 
without innumerable Impoftures and Falfifications. 


A 
BRIEF ACCOUNT 


Roman Someries, 
VOLUMES 


COUNCILS. 


For the Firft Three Centuries. 


PAR Rac. 


Reb ioPe dol Ry wil. 
Of the Forgeries in the Firft Century. 


§ 1. HE Volumes of the COUNCILS in 
the Edition of Labbe and Coffartius, begin 

| with divers Traéts; and in Binin?’s Edi- 

tion with feveral Epiftles, defigned to prepoffefs the 
Reader with falfe Notions of the Popes fupreme Power 


over Councils, and his Parties high Reverence for 
B them 


—— —— ' 
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(2) Lab.Tom.1. 
pag. 18. & 
Bin. Tom. I. 
par.i.pag.1. 
(b)ibid.pag.20. 
Bin.pag.2. 

(¢) Biz.pag. 1. 
col.2.F. 


(d)Lab.pag.20. 
Bin.pag.2.col.L. 
(¢) Labé.pag.21. 
Bin. pag. 2. 
col. 2. 


(f)Lab.pag.24. 
Bin, pag. 3. 
€o].2. 


(g) Lab. pag.§ 3. 
Bin, puger4. 
gol, I. 


Roman Forgeries in the Councils. Part I. 


them, as alfo of the Proteftants having corrupted or 
elfé rejected the greateft part of them: But this whole 
Difcourfe will fuficiently fhew the notorious untruth , 
both of their boafting concerning Their own fide, and 
of their Cenfures concerning Ours. In the Account 
of Scripture Councils, where they pretend to recite 
the words of Scripture, they add, for to give colour 
to their new Supremacy, That Peter ftood up, as the 
Principal and Head(a),; And again; as the Supreme and 
Head(b). S.Luke inthe Ads, Chap. VI. 2. jaith, The 
Twelve Apostles. pave the multitude leave tocled Seven 
Degcons. Biniws’s Notes fay , They had thes leave by the 
favour and grant of Peter (c)) S$. Luke, Chap. XV. de- 
Clares, That the Queftion about Circumeifion was finally 
determined by 5S. ‘fames, who alfo cited Scripture for 
his determination, ver. 16,17. But Binias?s Notes fay, 
This matter was determined , nob by Scripture, but by the . 
Suffrage of the Apoftles, and by. the ‘Judement of Pe- 
ter(d), ‘The Jame Notes a little after tell us, That cha 
Coumeil committed the care of the Cireumcifed Converts to 
Peter (¢) 3: which was a poor Preferment for that Apo 
{tle , it Chrift had made him Supreme Head , and 
committed to him long before the Care of the whole 
Catholic Church. “To thefe Paflages of Holy Scripture 
the Editors have tacked a fabulous Story of rhe A/fum- 
ptton of the Virgin Mary (f); but they. do not Cite one 
genuine Ancient Author,to prove it: That Book which 
bears the Title of Dionjfins Areopagitws being invented 
many Ages after, as Learned men on all fides pow 
agree, 


§.2.. That Ancient ColleGion of Canonswhich were 
decreed by the Apoftolical Men in divers Synods 
held during the Times of Perfecution , is ~publithed 
by .thefe Edicors under the Title of The Canons of the 
Holy. Aposiles ; and their Notes affirm , They were made 
by the authority of the spoftles (g) x, yet they are not 
agreed either about their Number or Authority. 'T hey 
print LAXXIV Canons; but the Notes fay, only the 


rfé 


Part 1. Roman Forgeries in the Councils. 


fine Fifty of thens are Authentic, but the ref? may and ought 
alfo to. be received ,. fince they contain nothing ( Two. of 
them excepted, wiz. the’ 6576 and 8424 Canons, which 
contradic& the Roman Church) bt what is approved 
by fome Popes , Councils and Fathers (h). Now, if (as th) Lab. 
they fay) the Apofiles made them, their Church hath & oH 
een very negligent to lofe the certain Account of 2 
their number, and ic is not very modeft to pretend 
to ery the Apoftles Decrees by Popes Councils and 
Fathers; yet it is plain they make no diftin@ion be- 
tween the firft Fifty and the following Thirty four, 
rejecting all that oppofe their prefent Doétrine and 
Practice, as may be feen in thefe Inftances. 
‘Fhe Sixth Canon forbids a Bifhop, Pricft or Deacon 
(eaCamay) to put away, or be divorced ftom his Wife 
on pretence of Religion: ‘The Notes pervert the 
Senfe of this Canon, as if it only forbid Clergy Men 
to calt off the care of providing for their Wives; and _ 
prove this Senfe'(z) by a falle’ Title, which Dionyfizs (i) Lab.pag.s 3: 
Exiguas put to this Canon in his Verfion many Cen. 2% Pas 1+ 
tures after, and by an Epiftle of Pope-Clément the Firft, 
which all Men own now to be fpurious, and by an 
Epiftle of Pope Gregory, who lived in the Year Goa; as 
if the Senfe of Disnyfies and Pope Gregory; when Single 
life was fuperitirioully prefled upon the Clergy, ‘were 
good proof, that Clergy Men did not live with their 
Wives many Ages before that fuperftirious Opinion 
was heard of “Tis certain the Greek Clergy are 
Married and cohabit with their Wives, according 
to this Apoftolical Canon, and the Fifteenth Canon of 
the Sixth Gen2ral Council: And it isnot unpleafane 
to obferve, That thefe Notes cite. the Second Council 
of Nice, to’ prove there were no Canons made‘in the 
Sixth General Council; yet that very Nicene Council 
often Quotes, and highly approves the 82d Canon of 
the Sixth General Council, as. giving fome Countenance 
to their Image-Wortfhip. So ‘that their. wrefting this (k) Vid. Beve: 
Canon Apoftolical from its genuine meaning (Rj Upon side. Not.Con- 
fuch flight and falfe Evidence, isin effed rejeGing it. cil. Tom. I. 
B 2 The pag: 38. 
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Roman Forgeriesin the Councils, Part J. 


The Ninth Canon orders Ad the Clergy and Laity who 
are in the Church, to Receive the Sacrament, unlefs they 
(1)Lab.pag.ss. have a jufe Excufe(1): But the Roman Church allows 
Bin. pag.is- the People generally to ftand by and look on; and 
oe therefore though this be one of the Authentic Canons. 
before faid by them to be made by the Apoftles, after 
fome fhuffiing to reftrain it (contrary to the very 
words of the Canon) only to the Clergy : The Notes 
fay, Thue whole Decree was made only by Human, not by 
Divine Authority, and 2 now abrogated by a contrary 
Cuftom.. So that if a Canon of the Apoftles themfelves 
contradict a Corrupt practice of their Church, it muft 

be abrogated and rejected. 

The 1714 Canon faith , He that keeps a Concubine fhall 
not be in any Order of the Clergy. The Notes cite fome of 
their Doctors, who affirm, That this Crime doth not make 

aah ie Se °- @ Clerk irregular (m); and,that thas Canon is now revoked. 

cle * ~The Annotator himfelf is of Opinion, It is only public 
keeping a Concubine, by reaton of the Infamy which: 
makes a Clergy-mans Orders void: Wherefore fuch 
Sinners have now more favourable Cafuifts at Rome, 
than the Apoftles or Apoftolical Men were. 

The 65t4Canon, though it have as good Evidence. 

(n)Lab.pag.6o. for it as any of the reft, is rejected by the Notes (#) 3. 
Bin. pag.17. becaufe it forbids Men to fat on Saturday, which is now 
col. 2. a Fafting-day at Rome. ‘The Notes fay, No Father men- 
tions this Canon ; but prelently own, That Ignatius, Cle- 
mens Romanus, the Canons of the Sixth General Council, 
Gregory Nyffen, and Anaftafius Nicenus , (to which we 
(0) Tertul.de add Tertullian (0), ) do all {peak of Saturday, as a. Day, 
jejun.adv.P/¢l. on which Fafting was forbid, The Notes confefs alfo, 
capr4 G45. That the Eaftern-Church, and the Church of Milan in 
(Pda: sf sé S.Ambrofe time, allowed not Fafting upon Saturday (p) ; 
eels faa Yetafter all, they will not grant thas Canon to be genuine, 
Cafulan.Ep.36. only becaufe it 1% very unlikely that the Church.of Rome 
fhould contraditt a Canon of the Apoftles, whereas we have 
already feen , it makes no fcruple, to contradic them, 
if they agree not with their pradétice. The Notes 
indeed fay, but without any proof, Thar Rome received 
the 


Part I. Roman Forgeries 1 the Councils. 


the Saturday Fajt from Peter and Paul 5 yet they grant’ 


{oon after, That after the Herefie of Marcion was extinct, 
the Roman Church did not only lawfully , bur pioufly Kafe on 
Saturday. So that this was a private Cultom of the 
Reman Church, in which it differed from all other 
Churches, and they know not whenit began, nor who 
it came from; yet for fach a Cuftoms lake they reject 
an Apoftolical Canon. 

The 69h Canonexprefly enjoyns the Wedne{day Fajt ; 
and the Notes fay, That many Fathers mention it as of 
ancient Injfitution; yea,thefe Notes affirm, Jt was certainly 
a Faft of the Apoftles inftituting , beimg obferved by the 
whole Church, and not appointed by any Council but [poken 


of by Authors of greateft Antiquity(q). Well then, Hs page 


hope the Roman Church (whofe Cuftoms are all. fai 


to be Apoftolical) do keep this Wedne(day Faft; They eb 7; 


tell you, No: Tbs Wednefday Fast in their Church is 
changed into the Saturday Fa?: And {fo farewel to this 
Canon alfo. 

Laftly the 84th Canon gives usa Canon of Scripture, 
which doth not agree with the 7rest Canon, for it 
rejeas Ecclefiafticus from being Canonical, and men- 


tions not. Wifdom, Tobit, fudith, nor (in Old Copies (r)) @) Dr.Cujens 


q 


the Book of Machabees, which the Roman Church 


° a e ° e JE 
now fay are. Canonical Scripture : And this is the true () 7 
reafon why the Notes reject. this Canon (s):. They Bin. pags. 
alledge indeed. fome other frivilous reafons, fuch as, col.2. 


the leaving out the Revelations, and putting in Clements 
Conftitutions: But it feems very probable to me, that 
it was not the Greeks (as the Notes fuggeft) but that 
Impoftor (who gave thefe Canons a falte Title and. 
called them rhe Apojtles Canons) which for carryingon 
his Pious Fraud, left out the Revelations, being not writ- 
ten. at-that time, when he would have us believe, 
thefe Canons were made; and He alfo put in the Contti- 
tutions, which are forged in the name of the Apoftles, 
who were to be fet up as Authors alfo ofthefe Canons : 
And if that. were fo, this 84th Canon being cleared. 
from thofe two Corruptions, is an Ancient and very. 
Authen- 


SCE 


(t) Lab.pag 62. 


Bin. pag. 18. 
col, 2, 


(u) Lab.pag.63. 


Bin. pag. 19. 
col. 2. 


(w) Harding a. 
gainit Fewel 
pag. 53. 

Dr. James core 
rup. of Faith, 

par. 1. p. 22. 


(x) Ceftrienf. 
diflert.pefthum, 


lib. 2.cap, 3,2, 
&c, 
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Authentic Record of thetrue and genuine Books of 
Holy Scripture, but the Romanitts reject it, as: being 
a°good evidence againit. their New Zrent Canon, 

3. To thefe Canons are joyned a_ pretended 
Council of the Apoftles at Antioch, firft put into the 
Tomes of the Councils, by Bizius,and continued by 
Labbe (t) ; one Canon of which allows Chriffians to 
make an image of Chrift: But this notorius, and impro- 
bable Forgery was never heard of in any Author, 
till that infamous fecond © Nicexe Council , which 
wanting proofs for Image-worthip from genuine An- 
tiquity, impudently feigned fuch “Authorities as this 
pretended Council. 


S 


§. 4. The Pontifical or Lives of the Popes (which be: 
gins here) bears the Title of Pope Damafus; but the 
Notes fay Damafus was not Author of tt, being éwident- 
ly patched up owt of two different Aushors , containing 
contradictions aluoff in every Popes Life. \So that no ac- 
count isto be made of a Writing fo different from: ie 
{elf(#): Now if this be (as it certainly is) a True Cha- 
racter of the Pontifical, Why do thefe Edicors print 
it? Why do the Notes fo eften cite it as good Hit. 
itory? Why do their Divines quote it as good Authority 
to prove their Modern »Corruptions to have. been 
primitive Rites ()? Since it isa manifeft Legend, and 


7 
* 


contained at firlt nothing but the bare Names and 


continuance of the feveral Popes and was filled y 

by ifidore Mercator, who forged the Decretal Epiftles, 
with many improbable’ FiGions unfuitablé both to the 
Men and ‘Times, for which they were invented, and 
defigned to be a ground for thofe Decretal Epiftles ; 
and'to make’ the World believe , that ‘all the Popes 
were confiderable for their A@ions in all Ages, as Dr. 
Peirfon hath excellently proved in his Learned Pofthy- 
mous Differtation’ (x): Yet not only thele Editors of 
the Councils print this corrupt Legend, but their very 
Breviaries and Millals generally appoint the Leffong otit 


of 
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of it, on the Feftivals of thefe Ancient Popes ; pub- 
lifthing in the very Church in time of Divine Ser- 
vice, thele Fidions for the true ground of the Peoples 
Devotions on thofe Days: I confefs Bizius out of Ba- 
ronius hath Notes upon every Pope’s Life, and rejects 
commonly fome part of it; but then it is fuch paflages 
asno way concern the opinion or practice of the pre- 
fent Roman Church: For the pafiages which do agree 
thereto (though equally falle } he generally defends, 
yea Cites them to prove their Modern Faith and 
Ulages: But as we come to the feveral Popes Lives, 
which thefe Editors make the grand directionin Ec- 
clefiaftical Chronology, we fhall obferve the many and 
sro{s Ervors contained in it; We begin with the Lite 
of S. Peter, whom if we do allowto have-beenat Rome, 
as this Author reports, yet we cannot believe he 
ordained three Bifhops for his Succeflors there in his 
Life-time, viz. Lixus, Cletus and Clement : Nov that he ¥ 
was Buried in three feveral places, is Apollo’s Temple, } 
and befides Nero?s Pallace in the Vatican, and befides the 
Triumphal Territory, which this fabulous Writer affirms: i 
Nor will the Annotator admit that 5. Peter could be i 
Crucified by Nero in the 38th year after Chrift’s Paf- i 
fion, which was three years almoft after Nero's own 


Death. - 

6. 5. The next place, (ever fince P. Crabs Edition) ts \ 
by the Roman Editors allotted toa Treati/e of the Popes | 
Supremacy (y), writ of late Times by fome manifelt (y)zab.col. 65. | 
Sycophant of the Roman Church, yet placed here 2. pag. 20. a | 
among the Venerable Antighities of the Apoftolic Age, ©!-2- a 


to clap. a falle Biaféon the unwary Reader; and make i 
him apt to believe(that which Richerius {aid is the main } 
defign of Bellarmin, Baronius and Poffevime in all their hy 
Works, wiz.) that the Pope was made by Christ the in- . t 
fallibleand abfolute Monarch of the Church (z,); but the (2) Reker. 
Tract ic felf makes out .this high Claim, chiefly by pene i 
the Decretal Epiftles, which are now confefled to be “°"" | 
Porgeries ; And by the Sayings of Popes, who were not tte 
} to ie 


(a) John. V.3 7. 
nome fibi & pre- 


fi Yer, Gm teflis. 


Tert. in Mar- 
cien. ib, 5. 


(b) Lab.pag.72. 


Bin. pag. 24. 
col. I. 
(c) Ceftrien|. 


dif]. 2. cap. 2. 


(d) Iven. adv. 


Na) Co 


s 
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to be believed in their own cafe (4): To which are 
added fome few Fragments of the Fathers falfly ap- 
plied , and certain falfe Arguments, which have been 
confuted a thoufand times. So that the placing this 
Treatife here, ferves only.to fhew the Editors parti- 
ality to promote a bad Caufe. | 


§. 6. The Pontifical places Linus asS.Peters Succeffor ; 
but the Notes confefs, that the Fathers are not agreed about 
it (b): ‘They own that Tertullian, E piphanius and Ruffinus 
make Clement to fucceed Peter; and the late Learned 
Bifhopof Cheffer proves, Linus was dead betore Peter (c). 


‘Irenaeus doth not fay (as the Notes falfly cite him,) 


that Linus fucceeded Peter ix the Government of the uni- 
verfal Church (A); but only that Peter and Paul deliver- 
ed the Administration of that Ciurch to him, which they 
had founded at Rome; Which they might do in their 
Life tine, while they went to preach im other places : 
The Epiftle of Igvatins to Mary Caffibolite, and the Ver- 
{es attributed to Zertuilian, which they bring for proof 


of this Succeflion, are confefled to be {purious TraQs: 


Ce) Ceftrienf. 
diff. 2. cap. 1. 
(f) Lab.pag.74. 
Bin, pag. 25. 
col. 2, 


St. Hierom is dubious, and upon the whole matter, there 
is no certainty who was Bifhop of Rome next to the 
Apoftles, and therefore the Romanifts build on an ill 
Bottom, when they lay fo great weight on their per- 
fonal Succeflion. 


§.7. The like Blunder there is about the next Pope: 
The fabulous Pontifical makes Cletus fucceed» Linus, 
and gives us feveral Lives of Cletus and Anacletus , 
making them of feveral Nations, and to have been 
Popes at different times, putting Clement between them. 
Yet the aforefaid Learned Bifhop of Chester , proves 
thefe were only two names of the fame Perfon (e); 
But the Notes attempt to juftifie the forged Pontifical,by 
impudently affirming (f) that Ignatius, (Anacletus con- 
temporary) Irenaus, Eufebius, St. Auguftine and Optatus, 
were all miftaken, or all wronged by their Tranferi- 
bers, who leave out Cletus: But every Candid Reader 
will 
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will rather believe the Miftake to be in the Ponti- 
fical (which is a meer heap of Errors) and in the 
Roman Martyrology and Miffal, which blindly follow 1t, 
rather than in thofe Eminent and Ancient Fathers : 
And every one may fee the Folly of the Romifh 
Church, which Venerates two feveral Saints, on two 
{everal Days, one of which never had a real Being ; 
for Cletus is but the abbreviation of <Avacletus his 
Name. 


§.§. After this we have the Life of Clement, wherein 
the Powtifical makes him fucceed Cletus, under thofe 
Coniuls which were in Office the next year after S.Pe- 
ter’s Martyrdom, though he had affigned 23 years to 
Linus and Cletus, his pretended Predeceffors(g),; which 
years muft all be expired in one years compafs, if this 
Account be true; and one would admire the ftupidity 
of this Author , who though he had placed S. Peters 
Death fo many years before Clemenz’s Entrance, as to 
leave room for two intermediate Popes ; yet here again 
repeats his old Fable of S.Perers delivering the Bifhopric 
of Rome to Clement; a fufficient proof there is neither 
Truth nor Certainty in the pretended Perfonal Succef- 
fion of the firlt Popes. 


§. 9. From this Pope Clement down to the time of 
Syricias, who lived 200 years after him, there are 
printed in thefe Editors, after every Popes Life , divers 
Decretal Epifiles, pretended to be writ by the feveral 
Popes, and Vindicated by Binins’s Notes annexed to 
them: Which were received in the Weftern Church 
for many Hundred years together as the genuine De- 
crees of thefe ancient and pious Popes, tranfcribed into 
the Canon Law; and cited for many Ages to juftifie 
the Ufurpations, and defend the Corruptions of ‘the 
Roman Church, to determine Caufes and decide Con- 
troverfies in Religion: And yet they are all notorious 
Forgeries; {0 that fince Learning was revived, divers of 
the moft Eminent Roman Writers have rejected them. 

C Card. 


(g)Lab.pag.7 5. 
Bin. pag.25-, 
col.t. 


(h) Cuan. de 
Concord. Cath. 
3: 

i} Baron. An. 
865.§.7.& 
An.102.§ 6,7 
(Kk) Labbé pag. 
78. 


(1) Bin, pag.zé, 
col.1, 


(m) Hard. 2- 
gaint Fewel, 
pag.22, 


(n) Dr. ames 
Cor. of Fath. 
Part I. pag.4, 
20, & 69, 
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Card. Cufanus affirms, Thar being compared with the times 
in which they are pretended to have been Writ, they betray 
themfelves (h). Barenius calls them, Late invented Evi- 
dences of noCredit,and Apccryphal (i); yea, Labbé and Cof- 
fartius have in their Edition a Learned Preface to them, 
proving them to be forged (4): And in their Margin 
write almoft againft every Epiftle, Ts as [uppected; 
This a Mfidores Wares, dc. and alfo note the very places 
of Authors who lived long after thefé Times , out of 
which large Paflages in them are ftollen Verbating, 
Which clear Confeflion of eur Adverfaries may make 
fome think it needlef$ to confute them, and unneceffaiw 
to charge this Forgery upon the Roman Church - Bu 

I cannot think it fit wholly to pafs them by ; becaufe 
Turrian the Jefuit had the Confidence to defend then 
allas genuine; and Bixins in his Edition, noe only 
Vindicates them by a general Preface (/), but by par- 
ticular Noreslabours to prove moft of them Authentic; 
and Labbé himfelf prints thofe Notes at large in his 
Edition, fo that {uch as do not look into his Margen, 
may be deceived. Befides, this Confeffion of fome 
Romanilts comes too late to com pentace for the injury 
done to the Truth, by their Churches approving them 
fo long: And they ftill keep up the Supremacy, and all 
their corrupt Practices and Opinions, which were fet 


‘up and cherifhed by thefe Forgeries ; they now take 


away the Scatfolds, when the Building can ftand 
alone; they execute the Traytor, but enjoy freely the 
benefit of his Treafon. Moreover, while fomé Roma- 
nifts condemn them, others go on to cite them for good 
Authority : Harding byags, he had proyed many Points 
of Faith by the Epiftles of Clement Damalus , Fulius 
Melchiades, Pontianus, Sixtus, Soter, and S ymmachys (im): 
Dr. Tho. ‘Fames thews the particular corrupt Doctrines 
and Practices, which the late Roman Writers defend by 
the {purious Epiftles of Clement, Marcellus, Marcus, and 
Hormifda(n): And the Learned Gok with infinite dili- 
gence, hath cited the very Places of the Modern 
Champions for the Roman Opinions, and thewe 


i 
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what Doctrines and Practices they do maintain by 


thefe Forged Epiftles (0). It is alfo well known , that Co) Rod. Coct 


the Late Scriblers for that Religion do follow Bellarmin 
and Others, in citing thefe Decretals for good Autho- 
rity, andthat the Canon Law isin a great meafure 
compoied out of thefe Epiftles; by which, Canfes are 
determined at this day in all Popifh Countries : There- 
fore. till the Romanifts raze them and the Notes in 
their defence, outof the Volumes of the Councils, and 
expunge all the falfe Notions taken hence, out of their 
Canon Law; yea, and leave citing them in their Dif- 
putes with us, we cannot think it needlefs to fhew the 
apparent Forgery of them; but we will not enlarge fo 
as to difprove the Particulars, buc put together here 
our Evidence againtt them all. 


§. 10. Thele Epiftles , though pretended to be writ 
in the firft four Centuries, were never heard of in the 
World till near 800 years after Chrift: About which 
time came out a Colle&icn of Councils under the 
name of Ijdere Hifpalenfis; batwhereas he died .4n.636, 
and this Coliector mentions the X!74 Council ef Toledo 
and the Sixth General Council, which were held near 
Fifty years after, this appears not to be the Work of 
that [fdore, but.of one /fidere Mercator, and it was firft 
brought into hrance by Ricalphus B. of Mentz, in which 
Collection thele Decretal Epiftles firft appeared; ‘but 
the Learned Himcmarus of Rbeims immediately difcerned 
them tobe an impofture, and Writ againft them , as 
Baronius contetiech(p): But though he own the Cheat, 
he isnot willing to grant the Roman -Church had any 
hand init, yet that is as clear as the Forgery; becaule 
Hincmarus was hated and profecuted by the Pope , and 
forced at lait to Recant his Cenfure of thefe Epittles ; 
and not long after Benediétus Levita having Tranforib’d 
divers Patlages. out.of them into his Capitulars, gotthem 
confirmed at Rome, which could not but cherith do 
advantagious a Fiction that fupported the Supremacy, 
which they ‘then did fo hotly ftickle for; and therefore 

Cs though 


(p) Baron, An- 
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though they came firft tothe Birth in Spain; fome con- 
jecture they were all Hatched at Rome, whofe evil De- 
i figns and Intereft they are contrived to ferve: But the 
i Age was fo Ignorant when they were-Invented, that 
there is {uch infamous and convincing Marks of For- 
gery upon them, as.makes it very eafic to prove the 
Cheat beyond any poflibilicy of doubting ; and we will 
here put the principal of them together under their 
proper Heads. 


§. 11. Firft, The Style of thefe Decretals fhews they 

were not writ wichin the four firft Centuries, wherein 

(at Rome efpecially) they writ Latin in a much more 

Elegant Style than is to be found here, where the 

Phrafes are modern, harfh, and fometimes barbarous ; 

fothat the Reader is often puzled to reconcile them 

either to Grammar or Senfe: As for Example, Pops 

(q) Lab.p.sos. Viétor’s Second Epiftle (¢), which of old began with 
Bin. pag.79. Enim, and was mended by Biniws with Semper enim; 
col.t. but ftill chere is falfe Latin init, wiz. aliquos nocere fra- 
eI ere tres velle (r).- ‘he like barbarous Style may be obferved 
fe in the two Epiftles of Pontianus (s), and in many others: 
(s) Lab. p.622- But the genuine Epiftles of Cornelius , preferved in Ex- 
Bin.pag.90, febius and S.Cypriam(t), are writ in a more polite Style ; 
ae é, and as Labbé notes, Thefe Epistles thew how much good 
ees * Adony differs jrom counterfeit , ana bow wmauch Geld excels 
Lab. pag. 683, Counters: ‘The like difference there is between the Style 
8c. of that genuine Epiftle of Clement to the Corinthians (u), 
Bin.pag-111, and thofe filly Forgeries put out in his Name in the 


( a) Bdit. zap, Very Front of thefe Decretals (w); from whence it un- 
pag.t 1g, deniably follows, That the Decretals were not writ in 


(w)Lab.p.82, the Ages wherein the Latin Tongue flourifhed, norb 
&c. thofe Popes whofe Names they bear. And this is 
Binpag.27,&c. further manifeft by divers Words, which were not ufed 
in the time of thefe Popes, but are often put into thefe 
Epifties: Such is Religiofitas for Piety, and Univer /it as 
(x) Lab.p.827. for the World , in the Decretals of Diony fins (x); fuch is 
Bimpag.rs’. Miles for a Servant, and Senior for a Lord, inthe Decrees 


¢ Ls b, ? be e - 7 
Rees of Pope Pius(y), which are Words not heard of til] 
the 
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the time of the French.Empire, in that fenfe : Such is 

the Phrafe of making Oblation to redeem mens Sins, and 

the Name of the Mafin Fabian’s Decrees(z). Pope (z) Labp.650. 
Gaius his Decretal Epiftle mentions Pagans, but that 3'7-p3g-10!- 
Name was not ufed for the Gestils till Optatus Milevi- 

tanus bis time, who firft ufed ic in that Senfe, faith Ba- 

ronius (a). Moreover, innumerable places in thefe sepa) 
oy 1 WIT: hens Rl : iH, pag.172. 
Epiftles mention Primates and Patriarchs, Arch-Bifhops (33° 

and Metropolitans,8c. which Words were not ufed in 

the Chriftian Church in the time of thofe Popes, who 

are pretended to have writ about them; As for-Ex- Ape 
ample, The firft Epiftle of Clement (b), the fecond hia se ai 
Epiftle of Axacletus(c), and many others; but no oa tae 
Chriftian Writer ever ufed the Word Patriarch for a (c) Lah p.s26. 
Chriftian Bifhop till Socrates Scholatticus, who writ 3. pag.47. 
An.442 (d). In like manner we find the Word Apo- oe ate 
crifary in Anacletus’s fictt Epiftle (e), and allo in the 'y viot.in Con- 
fecond Epiftle of Zepherine (£); yet Meurfius in his oj, Nicen. 
Gloflary. cannot find any elder Authority for it than Tom. p52. 
Constantines Donation ( forged after that Emperor's (¢)L4)p.511. 
time), and owns the Name was not heard of before, ?™ P*6:4?- 
Gloff. p.43- The Name of Archdeacon alfo is in Cle- (£) Lobpb 66: 
ments. fecond Epiftle(g), and in Pope Lucius’s De- Bix. pag.82. 
crees ()); but the, Office and Title did not come into the col.2. 
Church till many years after: And finally, the Name (g)£4?-pag.98. 
of a Diocefan for a Chriftian Bifhop, is put into Calixtus 2% P83+ 


A £ » ° oyq COL2. 
fecond Epiftle (2), but was not ufed in that Senfe till (y)r50, p.727. 


long after his time. All which prove thefe Epiftles pix.pag.131. 
were writ in the later barbarous Ages, and not in the col.2. 


time of thofe Popes, whofe Names they bear. (i) Lab.p 612. 
Bin. pag.8 5. 
col.t. 


§.12. The fame may be proved Secondly., by the 
Matter of thefe Epiftles, which is no way fuitable to 
thofe grave and Pious Popes, who lived in times when 
the Church was peftered with Herefies, and opprefled ' 
with Perfecutions; yet thefeEpiftlesdo not either confute 
thofe Herefies, nor comfort the Chriftians under Per- 
fecutions ; But {peak great Words of the Roman Supre- 
macy, and of Appeals, of the exemption and _privi- 
ledges 


a 
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ledges of Bifhops and Clergy Men, of fplendid Altars 

and rich Veiléls for Divine Adminiftracions 5 and 

the like, which make it incredible they could be 

writin an Age of fuffering: Inftancesof this we have 
(k) Lab. p. 91.in Clements firtt Bpiftle (k); where he Orders Primates 
Ein. pag. 30. and Patriarchs, to be placed in fich Cities as the Hea: 

thens, of Old had Arch-Flamins in : Whereas the 

Heathensthen had Flamines and Priefts in all Cities: His 
€1) Lab.p.103. third Epiftle (2) is dire@ed to all Princes greater ang lef;, 
Bin. pag. 36. and Commands them to chey their Biflops: M hereas all 
coh te Princes in the World at that time were Gentils : The 

like abfurdity appears in Calixtus fir Epiitle, where he 
(m) Lab.p.6o9. gives Laws tothe Emperors and allorhers profeffing piety(m), 
Bis.pag. 83. as if Heliogabulus and Caracalla had been under his 
col. 2. Command: And in the fecond Epiltle of Sixtus , 

no. 260, who threatens to Excommunicate the Princes of 
(n) Lab.p.822. Spain, who fpoiled their Bifbops (a), though all Princes 
Bin. pag. 157+ then were Heathens : Adarcellimus alloina time of Per- 
col. 1. fecution, under a Heathen Emperor gives direction 

what is to be done by an Emperor profefing the true 
(0) Lab. p.934. Faith (0); Who can imagin, Avacletus Anno Dom. 104, 
Bim. pag. 176- fhould {peak of Priefts in little Villages, and of Cities 
ones which anciently had Primates and Patriarchs, or tell 

us in Trajans time, That Rome bad ceft away ber Hea- 
(p)Lab.p.s28.then Rites (p)? Or chat he fhould affirm phe Chriftian 
Bin, pag. 49. people were generally Enemies to their Priefts ; and Com- 
(q) Decretaejus wand the Bifhops to vifitthe Threfholds of S. Perer’s 
See ey, Church (before it was Built (9)? ) Is it likely Ewaritus 
gahoo: the next Pope, fhould declare, That Children could not Tn- 
(1) Lab. 'p.5 33. herit their Parents Eftares, if they were nat Baptized by a 
Bin. Pag. 52. Chriftian Prief® (r); or fuppofe Churches and Alfars 
ae eas confecrated long before the Memory of any Maa in 
Bin. pag. 54. the Parith (s) ? Could Pope Xyflus in Adrian’s Perfecuti- 
col. 1. on brag, that Rome was the Head over all Bifhops, and 
(t) Lad. Pp. SS8.alfoaRefure to fuck as were Spoiled by Chriftian People (¢)? 
Pia pag: 2. Were cherein Pope Fygius time, (as his Decrees pre- 
ee vee tend) Afore Churches and larger than the Revenue belong- 
Bin, pag. 67. @Mg to them could repair (u)? ds it propable Pope Pigs 
col, 2. fhould complain xn0158, That Chriftians fhould Sacri. 


; legion/ly 
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legioufly take away whole Farms dedicated to Pious Ufes ? 
Yet chiscomplaint is found in his fecond Epiftle (wv) ; ) 24°. p.s74. 
And Binius Notes juftify this by a forged Decretal of Ur- eee 493 
ban the Firft, and by proving that in the time of Conftan- rg 
tine (140 Years after) the Heathens had taken Houfes 
from the Chriftians: The Decree for Vailing Nuns at 
25 yearsof Age muft be of later time,becaule it is certain 
no Nuns were vailed then, nor were any under Sixty 
years.Old allowed to profefs Virginity (x): When. ail (x) Cefrienf 
Chriftians were fo conftantly prefent at Divine Offices, ci 2. cap. 6. 
and received the Sacrament Weekly ; what need was S- 16. ce. 
there for Pope Sorer to decree, No Priest fhould fay Ma/s 
unlefs two were prefenty and that all fhould Communt- 
cate on Mounday-1 hur(day (y)? How could there be (y) 444 p.587. 
Secular Laws forbidding the Pe ple to conf{pive againft their se ae ‘3° 
Bifhop, as Calixtus Decretal pretends (z) ? or how could Pa ak weds. 
he mention the Laws of the Roman and Greek Emperors, Bin, pag. 85. 
{o long before the Empire was divided (#)? Had Bifhops col. r. 
in Pope Urbans time power to Banifh and Incprifon the Sa- @) Ibid. 
crilegious 2 or had they bigh Seats in the form of a Throne, 
Erected for them in Churches, as his Epiftle pretends (6) 2 ‘>) £44. p.6i84 
Could thé next Pope by his Decree hinder Heathens and eres: Re 
Enemies to the Christian Clergy from accufing them? asthe ~ my 
firft Epiftle of Pontianus gives out fc), Antherus Epiltle (c) Lab, p.6234 
charges Bifhops in thofe times with changing their 3 pag, 90. 
Churches out of ambition and covetoufnels (2), even oh! ele 
while nothing but Martyrdom was to be got by being a ne ye Aa 
Bifhop: And Fadian is made to charge the Faithful, with aed ape 
{peiling their Bifhops, and citing them before the Lay Tribu- 
nals (€); which is not credible of the Chriftians of (©) Lad. p.636° 
that Age: Cornelius his genuine Epiftle fairch ; The #”-P28- 95- 
Chriftians dur ft not meet at Prayersin any known Rooms, no mek: 
not i Cellars under ground (ft), But the Pontifical and (¢) 75, p.682. 
one of his Forged Decretals, pretend that this fame Biz. pag. 113. 
Pope had liberty toBury the Apoftle S. Peter’s Body in ¢ol. 1. 
Apolle’s Temple, the Vatican and the. golden Mount, 
that is, in three places (I fappofe) at once (g): Lucius a (@) Lap.s68. 
Martyred Pope makes it a wonder, that in his days si oy 103: 
Churches fhould be [poiled of thtir Oblations and Minifters ~~ 

| wexed 
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(h) Lab.p.721. vexed (h); Pope Stephen threatens to. make Slavesof Clerks, 
Bin. Pag. 129s oho accule their Bifbop, and forbids Lay-men to complain o 
Fe ak the Clergy (i); Doth it confilt withthe poverty of thefe 
aap AMET G aii huctis ree That Martyrs fhould b 
Bin, pag. 134. Ages, foi Eutychianus to decree at i yrs fhou é 
col. 1. Buried in Purple (k)? or with its charity, for the fame 
(k) La?.p.913. Pope to forbid Chriftians to pray for Hereticks (J) ; 
Bin. pag. 167. when our Lord bids them pray for their Enemies? I 
ees »;,fhould tire the Reader and my felf, if I proceeded to 
Bon. unt: Rake together any ‘more Initances; and thefé may 
cole 1, futlice to fhew, That cthefe Epiftles were not writ in 
thofe early Ages. 


§.13. Thirdly, The fame may be proved from the — 

many Abfurdities found in thefe Decretals, arguing the 

Author to be Illiterate and Ignorant ; Whereas the 

Popes, whofe Names they falfly bear, were prudent and 

Learned Men ; however well {killed in Holy Scripture: 

Yet Anacletus is made to fay, that the Apoftles chofe the 

(m) Lahp.s27. LUXX Di(ciples (m) , which the Gofpel affirms were 

Bin. pag, 48. Chofen by Chrift himfelf: He alfo weakly derives. Ce- 

col. 2. phas (the Syriac Name of Peter, fignifying a Stone) 

from the Greek word Kegeaa, and faith it fignifies a 

Head , and proves Peter’s Supremacy by this filly 

(a) Lab. p.s2g, miltake (2): Itlooks very ridiculoufly in Pope Axtherus 

Bin, pag. 49. in his Epiltle to.fay, it is not fit for one ia my Mean con- 

col. 2. dition to judge others, nor to fay any thing of tke Mini- 

Vid. Caufab. in fers of the Churches (0); but indeed the Forger itole 

Barc. pag.9 8 thefe Words out of S. Hicroms firtt Epiftle to Heliodo- 
(o) Lab. p.630. : ‘ 

Bin. pag. 92. 745, and foolithly applied them to the Pope: The De- 

col. 2. cretal of Stephen tells the Gallican Church, what the Holy 

Apostolic and Univerfal Church bad undertaken to obferve, 

(p) Lab. p.729.asif they had been no part of the Univerfal Church (p): 

Bin. pag, 132. But nothing is more Ridiculous than the foolith Expofi- 

col. 2. tions of Scripture, which Popes ought to interpret Infal- 

libly ; but thefé Epiftles make Pope Alexander prove,that 

Holy-water doth fanctify, by Heb. ix.13,14. where the 

Afhes of an Heifer are faid to Purify the unclean, and 

the Blood of Chrift to purge the Confcience: And. 

he interprets Ho/-iv. 8. where the Priefts are faid to 


Eat 
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avere reconciled to God by the death of hw Son: And 

from Adath.X. Fear not them which can kill the body,éc. 

he proves, We mujt not perfecute nor difturb Preachers and 

Doétors, becaule their Souls do not dye with their Bodies (w). (w) Lab. p.906. 
All thefe impertinent Inferences from Holy Scripture, 2”-P8-16+- 
fhew the Forger of thefe Epiftles was fome ignorant ©“ 

and impudent Impoftor; but none can fuppofe thofe 

holy Primitive Bifhops would abufe Scripture and 

themielves at this rate. 


§.14. Fourthly , this further appears, From many 
Quotations in thefe Epiftles, which are taken verbatim 
our of Authors, that lived and writ long after all 
thefe Popes were dead, in whofe Names thefe Epiftles 
are forged; wherefore they could not write them. * De Marca 
Now this infallible Mark of their Forgery appears firft, makes this an 
in that thefe Epiftles do all generally cite Scripture, infallible Note, 
according to S. Hieroms Tranflation *, which was not ie ica 
made in their days; yet Clement in his 4th and 5th p, ciacel 
Epittles , Evaristus in both his Epiftles, Tele/phorus Hu lib. 3.cap.5. 
D 1s 


(x)Lab.p.68 3. 
Bin, pag.11 36 
col.2. 


(y) Ep.3..Ana- 
cleti, Lab.s 29. 
Bin.49. 

(z) Lab. pis 88. 
Bin. pag. 76. 
colt. 


(a)Lab.p.917. 
Bin. pag. 69. 
col.s. 
(b)Lab.p.606, 
Bin. pag.82. 
col.2. 

(c) Lab. p.732. 
Bin. pag.1 34. 
col.'r, 


(d)Lab.p.61 2. 
Bin. pag.8 ee 
col.t, 
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his Decretal ; and indeed all the reft of them who 
have occafion to quote Scripture , do ufe the very 
Words of S.Hierom, and that fometimes for a whole 
Page together, as the Reader will find by comparing 
thele Quotations with the Vulgar Latin Bible. But 
Learned Men know that the Latin Fathers, who 
lived before S. Hierom’s Tranflation was extant , ufed 
another Verfion very difierent from that , and even 
Pope Cornelius in that genuine Epiftle of his, which is 
preferved in S.Cypriaw, doth not follow S.Hierom’s Tran- 
flation (x); but his Forged ones do: Which is a Proof 
undeniable, That he who Forged thefe Epiftles, lived 
after S. Hierom’s Tranflation was grown common, 
Befides; Anacletus is made to cite a long Paflage 
verbatim out of S. Hierom’s Epiftle to Nepotian, which 
was writ almoft 300 years atter his time (y). Pope 
Eleutherius cites a Law out of the Theodofian Code, 
judicanters cuntla rimari oportet , &c. (z), which was 
made 300 years after this Popes death, and this con- 
Vinced Contes and Baronius,that this Epiftle was Forged 
alter Theodofivs his Reign; yet Binius hath the Impu- 
dence to fay, Perhaps the Code borrowed this Palfage from 
the Epistle; but Labéé is fo afhamed of this bold Falfe- 
hood, that in his Margen he writes, Binius in this is 
mistaken; and he had reafon for that Note , fince this 
is not the only place in the feigned Decretals where 
the Code is cited. Labbé owns that the fecond forged 
Epiltle for Pope Eutychianus quotes a Law verbatim out 
of Cod. Theod. lib. 9. Tit. 1, ¢ 2. (a). Pope Lepherine 
allo cites Imperial Laws and Edi&s ,. Ferbidding Men 
to cite a Bifhop defpooled of his gocds, into any Secular F udi- 
cature, till all were reftored(b); the fame Paflage alfo is 
cited out of the Secular Laws in Pope Stephen's fecond 
Fpiltle (c), But it is moft certain there could be no 
fuch Laws in thefe Popes times who lived under Pagan 
Emperors; nor a Law to forbid the People to con- 
{pire againft their Bifhops , which yet Calixtus cites in 
his fecond Epiftle (dj. Moreover, Antherus cites a 
long Paflage, word for word, out of S. Hierca’s Epiftle 
to 
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to Heliodorus(e); Pope. Lucius is made to ule (as Labbé (o)Lab. p.630. 
confeffeth) the Words of his Succeflor Agatho, in the it ee es 
Sixth Council of Conftantinople , 300 years after(f): 7.7 

And yet Belarmin cites this place of the Forged Epiftle pi, pag ta. 
twice, to prove the Pope’s Infallibilicy , Bed. de Rom. col.t. 
Pontif. \.4.¢.3. & de Verb. Dei,lib.3.cap.5. Pope Sixtus the 

Second, His firft Epiftle is ftollen moft of it out of 


Ithacius and Varimadus,who lived many Ages after him (g). (8) 1%. p.820. 


In Entychianus’s firft Epiftle, there are two whole Pages, "P4815 5 
tran{cribed out of his Succeilor, Pope Leo’s 9714 Epi- 

{tle(s): And Gaias his Decretal Epiftle, fteals. two (h)Zab.p.914. 
large Paflages from the fame Pope Leo’s twelfth Sermon Binpag.168. 
on the Paflion, and his 97+ Epiftle (@). Finally, who- col.:. 


foever will take pains to obferve Labbe’s Margen thall © 44”. P.925, 


Bin.pag.t7 26 


find, that he with great diligence hath marked in the (7 


Margen of all thefe Forged Epiftles-, the very places 
of later Authors out of which they are ftollen, and 
trani{cribed by their cheating Compofer, who patcht 
them up together out of the Writings of S. Hilary , 
5. Hierem, Pope Leo, Innocent, Gelafius, and Gregory, eve. 
who lived many years after all thefe Popes were dead, 
which is an Unanfwerable Proof, that they could not 
be writ by thofe whofe Names they bear. 


§ 15. Fifthly ,-Thofe Popes could not but know 
their own Times; and if they had writ them, they 
could not have been miftakea in Chronology , or in 
the Date of their Epiftles; bute the Forger of themhad 
fo little skill in the Times for which he invented them, 
that he is almoft every where erroneous in his Compu- 
tation. The two firft Epiftles of Clerzent are written 
to S. fames after S.Perer’s death ;. yet it is confeffed by 
Binias, S.fames dyed fix or {even years before’S.Peter. 
Binius would folve this by faying, The Name of James 
crept into the Title instead of Simeon’; but alafs!. the 
Name of ‘fames is repeated often in the very Body. of | 
the Epiftles, and that proves them Forged (&): ©The (*) £p.t2» 
Names of the Confuls alfo. by which. moft of thefé Pi & 
Epiftles are Dated , muft have been: right if they: had ee fe ii 
D2 ) been 


(f) Lab. p,721. 
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been writ-by thefe old Bifhops of Rome, wHo could 
q not be ignorant of the true Confuls in their own time; 
‘a but alas! they are fo generally falfe, that Binius in his 
: Notes, in vain labours to excufe fome few of them, 
and is forced to own the reft tobe falfe; fo that Surius 
Hh was more cunning to leave all the Confuls Names out 
a ees ra of his Edition, Becau/e (he faith) Calvin takes occafion 
Surii ap. Lab. Jrom thence to depife all the Epiftles (1); and doubtlefs 
Tom.I. pag.13.the Dates are as true as the Epiftles, both having fuffi- 
cient Marks upon them of a Modern Impoftor , un- 
skilled in thofe Times. And it is evident, that the 
Pontifical names the fame falfé Confils, fo that either 
one Author forged the Popes Lives and their Epiftles, 
or the Inventer of thefe Epiftles took the Confuls 
Names fo conftantly from the Pontifical, that he imi- 
tates him in falfe-{pelling the Confils names, and in 
joyning Men who were never Confuls together ; yea, 
becaule that Fabulous Pontifical ufually Names no 
Confuls, but thofe in Office at Every Popes Entrance 
and Death, This Forger of the Epiftles dates them all 
either by the firft or laft Confuls of every Pope, as if 
all the Popes. had only written Epiftles in their firft 
and laft years: A Few Examples of thefe Errors fhall 
fuffice, 
Lhe Pontifical makes Pope Ewariftus to enter when 
Valens and Vetus were Confuls, and to be martyred 
when Gadus and Bradua were Confuls, and fo the 
Forger dates his firft Epiftle by the names of his firft 
Confuls, and the fecond Epittle by the Confuls of his 
laft year: But alas! both the Pontifical and Epiftles 
are wofully miftaken, fince Eucriffus (as Baronius 
proves). entred the 13th year of Trajan, that is, four- 
teen years.after the Confulfhip of Valens and Vetus, and 
two years after the Confulfhip of Gallus and Bradua; 
fo. that by this Account he writ Decretal Epiftles long 
(m)Lob. p.532. before he was Pope (m): So alfo., whereas Pope Alex 
mir PAB 51+ ander really fat in Adrian the Emperors time , and 
ae Trajan was dead before his entrance , yet one of his 
Epiftles is dated with. Trajan as one Contul, and Helias 
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ausas the other; but-thefé two were never Confuls 

together (x): And his fecond Epifile is dated by the (n) Lab. pis 42. 
Conluls of Adrian’s firft year, whereas Pope Alexander ee 5 
came but into his See in Adrian’s third year. I will ele 

not trouble my {elf with any more Inftances, becautfe 

there are none of thefe Dates true, andmany of them 

with the Pontifical ( which guides the Forgery ) fo 

grofly falfe, as to make Popes write Epiltles before 

they were chofen, and after they were dead (0); which (0) Exemp/i 
is an undeniable Evidence, that the Inventer of thefe $7974, _ 
Epiftles was a Modern Cheat , ignorant of the true Feel p MELE Dads 


are other Errors alfo befides the Dates, which fhew, Pontiani Ep. 2. 
the Bungling Author of thefe Epiftles neither under- Fan Ep.3. 
ftood Chronology nor Hiftory. ‘The Pontifical, before 67%) Ep.1.28 


it was corrected, had made Anicetus Pope, Pixs his Pre- cm in. mouths 


deceflor; and therefore Piss his third Epiftle doth not ne 
reckon him among the Priefts at Rome , but puts in 

Eleutherius as one of Pius his Presbyters(p), who was (p) Labp.s 76. 
but a Deacon in the time of his. Succeffor Anicetus (q). 8%: P88-7° 
The fame Epiftle makes Cerinthus the Heretic to be alive, a) eal re 
and bufie at Rome in feducing Men, 4.166; yet Binius ie PAG a 
before tells us he was prefent in the Synod at Hierufa- Brev. Rom. 
lem An. Chrifti 51, at which Synod, if he were but Mei 26. 
Nineteen yearsof Age, he muit in Piss his time have 

been 130, which is incredible; but Binius faith, this 

may be believed, becaufe the firjt Epiftle of Pius mentions 

Hermes (named by S: Paul, Rom. XVI.) who fer forth a 

Book about this time An.1583 which Hermes, if he were 

but only 34 year old 4z.Chriffi 62, when S, Paul writ 

his Epiftle to the Romans, muft be 130 years of Age, 

when he fet forth this Book ; but-in conclufion the Story 

of Hermes and his Apocry phal Book is a meer Fable, ftol- 

len. out of the Pontifical (r), and Brzius hath no way to Ries ep ‘@ 
defend one of thete Fictions, but with another equally ¢o..° " 
abfurd. Again, Pope Viéor is made to fummon one 
Theophilus (Bithop of Alexandria) toa Council at Rome ; 
but there was no Theophilus Bithop therein Vicfor’s time, 
Severus was then Bilhop of that See, and this Theophilus 
Was 


“ : : Anicett Ep.t, . 
Times both of the Confuls and the Popes. There Zapherini & an 


(s)Lab.p.5 93. 
EBin.pag.78. 
col.t. 

Eufeb. libs. 
cap.22. 

(t) Lab. p.630. 
Bin. pag. 92. 
Col.2- 

(u) Dodwel. ap. 
Ceftr, diff, 2. 
cap.6. 

(w) Lab.p.636. 
Bin, pag-92. 
col.2. 

(x) Baron, 
An.238.§.9, 


(y) Epift.1.4- 
lexander. 

(z) Szxti Ep.2. 
(a) Tele[phor. 
Epi. 

(b) Pit Ep. 1. 
(c) Aniceti 
Epilt.1. 

(d) Calixti 
Epift.1. 
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was Bifhop of Cefarea in Palefine (s); but if. Vidor had 
really writ this Epiftle, he could nor have made fo grofs 
a Miftake: In like manner Astherns Epiftle mentions 
one Eu/ebias,as then Bifhop of Alexandria(t), who was 
not Bifhop there till two or three Ages after (#). The 
firft Epiftle of Pope Fabian, dated in his firft year, 
mentions Novatus the Heretic coming out of Africa to 
Rome, and feducing Novatian, with others (av); but 
Baronius out of Exfebias and S.Cyprian allures us, that 
Nevatus came not to Rome till Fitteen years after (x). 
Wherefore thefe Epiftles were devifeéd by a later Au- 
thor, who knew neither the Hiftory nor Chronology 
of thofe Ages for which he iny thefe Epiftles ; 
but had only the Fabulous Pontifical in his eye, and 
follows ic in all its Errors and Abfurdities: So that 
fince the Pontifical makes Pope Hyginus an Athenian, 
Pope Pias an Italiax, and Pope Soter born in Campania ; 
Ifidore forges three Epiltles for Hyginus,To the Athenians ; 


Aiwfa 


VliloO 


for Pins, To bw Italian Brethren; tor Soter , To all-the 


Campanians: And when the Pontifical talfly devites 
feveral Superftitious Rices, begun in the corrupt Ages, 
and other Ulages, to have been firft appointed by fome 
of the Ancient Popes, the faid I7dore upon that always 
torges an Epiltle in.thoie Popes Names,to enjoyn thofe 
Rites ; and hence PopeAlexander writes an Epiftle about 
Holy-Water (y); Sixtus, about none but the Clergies 
touching Confecrated Vetlels (%); Telefphorus , about 
keeping Lent Seven Weeks (a); Pins, about keeping 
Eafter upon Sunday (4); Axscetus, about Shaving Priefts 
Crowns (c) ; Calixtus, about four Ember » Weeks (2); 
and fo did other Popes, whereas moft of thefe Rites 
were fetled long after, and only prove thefe Epiftles 
were forged by I/idore. 


§. 16. Now 
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s. 16. Now though it be fo apparent and undeniable, 


that thefe Epiftles are Forged, and confequently of 


no Authority ; yet the Roman Church hath made 
great ufe of them in the Ignorant Ages: For Binias 
notes all along in his Margen, what Sections of them 
are tranfcribed into their Canon Law; and evén in 
later times their Writers againft the Proteltants do 
commonly cite their Infamous Impoftures,to prove the 
Supremacy of the Pope, his Infallibilicy , and right 
to Appeals; as alfo for the exemption of the Clergy, 
their Celibacy and Habits, and to prove their Mafs with 
its Ceremonies, Auricular Confeffion, Apocrypbal Books, Tra- 
dition, Chrifm, Veneration of Relicks and Martyrs, Orc. 
and Cook in his Cenfura Patrum, hath noted the feveral 
Epiftles, and the Authors which cite them, faving us 
the labour of inftancing: And therefore we will only 
make a few general Obfervations uponthis matter, and 
fo difnifs thefe Forgeries. 

Obferv. I. That fince the Romanifts have no other 
genuine Ancient Authors, to prove thele New Doctrines 
and PraGices by; but are forced generally to place 
thefe apparent Forgeries in the Fore-front of all their 
Authorities, we may conclude thefe Points of their 
Religion are all Innovations, unheard of in the Pri- 
mitive Ages; fo that Ifdore was forced to invent thefe. 
Epiftles almoft 800 years after Chrift, to give fome 
fhew of Antiquity tothem; and thefe Points were in 
thofe Ignorant ‘Times miftaken by this means for 
Primitive Ufages and Opinions, and fo got footing in 
the World under that difguife ; bue now that the 
Fallacy is difcovered, the Doctrines and Practices 


ought to. be difowned as well, as the Epiftles on which. 


they are built. 

Obferv. II. There are many other Points of the 
Roman Religion, which are not fo much as mentioned 
in any of thefe Forged Epiftles, fuch as Worfhip of 
Images, Formal Praying to the Saints , and to the Virgin 
Mary ; TranjubPantiation, Half-Communion, and Adora- 

tion 
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tion of the Hoft, Purgatory, Indulgences, and fustification 
by Merits, with fome others. Now thete-are fo New, 
that in I/dore’s time, when he invented thefe Epiftles 
they were not heard of norreceived , no not 1n the 
RomanChurch; for if they had,no doubt this Impoftor, 
who was {fo zealous to get Credit for all the Opinions 
and Ulagesof that Church which he knew of, would 
have made fome Popes write Epifties to juftifie thefe 
alfo , and his filence concerning them makes it more 
than probable, that thefe were al! invented fince the 
year of Chrift 800, 

Obferv. III. Though the later Romanifts frequently 
cite thefe Forged Decretals , yet no genuine Author or 
Hiftorian for Seven hundred years after Chrift did 
ever Quote or Mention them , no not fo much as any 
of the Popes themfelves in all that Period. Now it is 
morally impoflible fo many important Points fhould 

¢ {o clearly decided by fo many Ancient Bifhops of 
fo Famous a Church, and yet no Author ever take 
notice of it. And doubtlefs when the Popes attempted 
to be Supreme, and claimed Appeals about che year 400, 
Zofimus and Boniface, who quarrelled with the Eaftern 
and African Bifhops about thefe Points , and were fo 
hard put to it for Evidence, as to feign fome private 
Canons were made at the firft general Council of Lice, 
would certainly have cited thefe Epiftles, which are 
fo clear Evidence for their pretences, if they had either 
{een or heard of them; but they do not once name 
themin all that Controverfie , which fhews they were 
not then. in being; yea, thofe who know Church 
Hiltory, do clearly difcern, that the main Points fetled 
by thefe Epiftles, were things difputed of about the 
Seventh: and Eighth Centuries , a little before J/dore’s 
time; and therefore thefe Forgerics muft never be 
cited for to prove any Point to be Ancient or Primi- 
tive: , 


§,17,.Obferyv. 
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§.17. Obf 1V.Though the Inventer of thefe Epiftles 
-was fo zealous a Bigot for the Roman Caufe, yet many 
-things are to be found in them, which-contradi& the 
prefent Tenents of that Church. For whereas the Pope 
now claims an Univerfal Supremacy even over Fern/a- 
Jem it {elf; Clement’s firft Epiftle is dire&ted to James the 
Bifhop of Bilhop’s, Ruling the Hebrew Church at Jerufalem, 
and allthe Ghurches every where founded by Divine provi- 
dence (¢). <Anacletus firt Epiftle orders all the Clergy (©)Lab.pag.82, 
prefent to receive, under pain of Excommunication (f ); which one riod 
isnot obferved now inthe Roman Church: Pope Te/e/- CS YE 


2 ‘ erik Bin, page 42s 
phorus orders a Adafo on the Night before Chriftmas, and oo}, Ai 


forbids any to begin Ma/s, before nine a Clock (2); But (g) Lab.p.s6z. 


Binius confefles their Church doth not now obferve ei- 37. pag. 64 
ther of thefe Orders: Pope Ayginus forbids all foreign ol > 
Furifdidion, becaufe it is unfit, they fhould be Judged 
; eae (h) Lab. p.5 675 
abroad, who have Judges at home (6); So-the third Ep: hae’ 6, 
piftle of Pope Fabian,appbints that every Cau/e fhall be tried col, 2. 
where the Crime 4s committed; which paflage is alfo in 
a genuine Epittle of S. Cyprian to Cornelius (i). Andall (i) Lad. p. 698. 
foreign Jurifdiction 1s again forbid in Pope Felix his 8” Ps. 119. 
. a > COl. 2, 
fecond Epiftle (k), which paflages do utterly deftroy 4.7), 
r : L20.p.906. 
Appeals to Rome, unlefs they can prove all the Crimes gin, pag.164. 
in the World are committed there: The fecond Epittlecol. 2. 
of Fabian allows the People to reprove their Bifhop if he Err (1) Lab. p.640. 
in matters of Faith (1); the fame Liberty alfo is given aii or 
to the People, in Cornelis fecond Epiftle (wm); which (5) fa6.p.671. 
{eems to make the People Judges in Matter of Faith, a py, pag. 110. 
thing which the Modern Romanifts charge upon the col. z. 
Proteftants as a great Error: From thefe and many 
other paflages we may fee, that thefe Impoftures do not 
in all Points agree with the prefent Roman Church. 


§. 18. I have now done with the Epiftles themfelves, 
and proved them to be apparent Forgeries,; I will only 
give the Reader fome cautions about thofe partial Notes, 
printed on them both in Binius and Labbe, whichthough 
they frequently correct, confute and alterdivers paf- 

E {ages 


Lab. pag. $71. 


(0) Lab. p.605. 


(p) Lab. p.609. 


(q) Lab. p. 624. 


(r) Lab.p, 654. 
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fages in thefe Epiltles; Yet if any thing look kindly 
upon the Roman Ghurch, they magnifie and vindicate 
it; but if it Seem to condema any of their Ufages, they 
reject and flight it: For Example, Pope Pius Cites 
Colof. X1.18. againft worfhiping Angels, and the Notes, 
reject both S. Hierom’s and Theodoret’s Expofition of the 
place, as Reflecting on their Churches pradtice, adding 
that S. Paul condemned Cerimrbas in. that place, for 
giving too much Honour to Angels; Yet Bimius foon after 
tells usthat Cerinthus was fo far from T eaching they were 
to be Adored, that he thought they were to be Hated 
as Authors of Evil (7). Pope Zepherine cites the Apo- 
fiolical Canons for the Priviledges of his See, and faith 
there were but Seventy of them (0): But Bivius in his 
Notes faith he refers to the Seventy third Canon: Yet if 
the Reader confult that Seventy third Canon, the Pope’s 
See is not named there; yea,that Canon forbids a Bifhop 
to Appeal from his Neighbor Bifhop, unlef$ ic be to a 
Council: Out of Calixtus firft Epiftle which Labbe owns. 
to be a manifeft Forgery; Binius Notes cite a Teltimoy 
for the Supremacy, calling it an evident Teftimony and 
worthy to be Noted (p)3 Pontianus in his Exiie brags, 
ridiculoufly about the Dignity of Priefts, in his fecond 
Epiftle (q). And Binius his Notes vindicate this improba- 
ble Forgery by a fpurious Epiftle attributed to lenatius ,. 
which itaith—trbhe Laity muft be fubje# to the Deacons : 
but Binius cites it thus ——The Laity, of which number are all 
Kings, even the mot Chriftian Kings, mujt be fabje ro the 
Deacons ; by which falfifying the Quotation, he makes 
the meaneft Deacon in the Roman Church fuperior to 
the French King: Agaia,inthe Vacancy after Fabian,the 
Clergy of Rome and S. Cyprian writ to each other (r): 
Where though the Roman Clergy write with all re{pect. 
tothe Clergy of Carthage, and give them humble Ad. 
vice, not Commands; yea, and thank S, Cyprian for bis 
humility,in acquainting them wish his A (fairs, not as Fudves 
of bis concerns, but Partners in bis Counfels. Binius notes 
that thefe Letters do Jufficiently thew the Prerogative of the 
Boman Church and that S.Cyprian not only defired the 
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Counfel, but fubmitted to the “fudgment of Rome. ‘The 

firft Epiftle of Cornelius tells a falic ttory out of the Ponti- 

fical about his removing the Bodies of S. Peter and Paul; 

and though Bivivs own this part of the Epiftle to be 

Forged; Yet in his Notes on the Pontifical (s) , he (s) 146. p.667. 
ftrives to reconcile the differing ways of relating this 2” pag. 108. 
Fabulous Lranflation,and flies to Miracles to make thofe poate: 


Lies hang together. Cornelias third Epiftle is genuine, 


Greek {peaks of one Bifhop in a Catholic Church-— Reads 


be 


fu 


(y) Bin. p.136. 
col. 3. 


(z) Lab. p.914. 
Bin. pag. 168. 
col. 1, 
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rather note, You fee the Primacy of the Bifhop of Carth- 
age (y). Pope Extychianus firft Epiftle following the: 
Erroneous. Pontifical (z), Orders that only. Beans and. 
Grapes (hall be offered on the Altar: Binius faith this is the. 
Fourth Canon of the Apoftles ; whereas. that fourth 
Canon doth not name Beans, and the Third: Canon 
forbids.all kind of Pulfe to be offered on: the Altar; fo 
that the Impoftor was deceived, and Binius becomes . 
Ridiculous .by attempting to: defend him: I fhall not 
need produce any more inftances, thefe will fuffice to . 
warn thofe who ftudy the Councils, not to rely upon 
any thing.in thefe Notes, which are {fo full of parti- 
ality and Errors, of weak reafonings and falfe Quo-. 
tations, of ignorant and. wilful Miftgkes, that there is . 
little -heed to.be given to them.. 


g. 19. I doubt_I have been too. tedious.in.- difcevering 
the Forgeries of thefe Decretal Epiftles; but the Reader 
mult confider they take up the greateft part of this firft 
Period in the Volumes of. the Councils., and. we have 
here confidered them all together: And now we have - 
nathing to obferve in this Century, except the Aposfo- - 
lical Conftitutions, which are left out in Binius,. but print- 
ed in Labbe, in Greek and. Latin, next after Clement’s . 
genuine Epiftle to. the Corinthians: Naw-the Coriftituti- 
ons are a very ancient Forgery, compiled about the 
end of the Fourth, and beginning of the Fifth Century, 
of the Rites. of which Ages they give a very good ac- 
count, and have. little or nothing in them,,to. juftify - 
the more Modern Corruptions of Rome.; for which. . 
caule it is likely Binius omitted them: But if we know - 
before-hand that the Apoftles did not make them, nor - 
Clement Bithop of Rome colle& them, and can pardon | 
the boldnefs of making the Apoftles the {peakers, they 


are ufeful to be read, as a writing compofed_ inthe 
Fourth or Fifth Age. 
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CH AP. IL. 
Of the Forgeries in the Second Century. 


§. LP Wis Period begins with: the Life of Anacletus, 
_ who was made Pope, as they fay, dz. 104. 
but the Fabulous Pontifical brings him-in, the roth Con- 
fulfhip of Domitian,that is, juft upon the fictitious Cletus 
his death, and before Clement entred, who yet is there 
faid to be his Predeceffor; fo blundered and uncertain 
is, that ignorant Writer; yet, except what he faith, no 
other Author mentions any deeds. of Anacletus; and 
though Bius in his Notes affirm, <Anacletus.was moft 
famous for many eminent deeds(s),. yet he cannot name (a)Lab.p.s 11. 
one of them... Bits P8E Aa 
Exariftus his Life follows,whom the Pontifical and the ©! 
Breviary of Sixtus the Fifth (4), make to have been et, 
; . . as era in, pages I. 
Pope in the time of Domitian, Nervaand Trajan; but atas 
Binius out of Baronius takes upon him to correé& both 
the Pontifical and the Roman Office alfo , afluring us he 
began in the 13¢4 year of Trajan ; but alas! thefefirk 
Bifhops of Rome were fo obicure, that nothing but 
their Name.is upon Record in Authentic Authors. And 
what is faid in the Pontifical, and the Notes, concerning 
their feveral Parents, Countries , times of fitting in 
that See, and all their AGions almoft, are:‘meer:Im- 
poftures.of later Ages, asthe Learned Dr. Pier/ox proves - 
in his afore-cited Pofthumous Differtation.. 
Alexander’s Life is next, wherein Binias again cor- 
rects the Pontifical and the Breviary ; which fay, ‘He 
Ruled the. Church in the days of Trajan (c); affirming, (<) Lab, p.5.4%s 
! ; ‘ diate hs 2m. Pages 5. 
he entred not,On the Papacy till Adrian’s time: But .',' 
there was more need to Corre&. the Breviary of his Brey. Sixt.s. 
Infallible Church, for thofe fabulous Leffons-it orders in Mai 3. 
to be read in the Church on this Popes day, about 
Alexander's converting Hermes a Prxfeet of Rome , Qui- 
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(d) Ceftrienf: 
difiert.pofthum, 
diff.2. cap.7. 


pag.227. 


(e) Eufed. lib.4. 
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(f)Lab.p.s 54 
Bin. pag.60. 
col. 2. 
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(g)Lab.p. $59. 
Bin. pag.63. 
col.2. 
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vinus a Tribune and Balbina his Daughter , who alfo is 
Sainted; yet after all, there were no fuch perfons 
in thofe Offices in Rome at that time(d); andthe whole 
Story isa Fiction taken out.of a fabulous Tra&@ called 
the Ads of Alexander, yet this Legend Binius’s Notes 
defend. 

Of Xjsfus, the next Pope, nothing is memorable, 
but that he is faid by the Pontifical to be a Martyr. 
Eufebius faith, he died in Adrian’s Twelfth years and 
mentions not his Martyrdom (e); but Binins contradiés 
him, and will have him to fuffer in the 3¢ year of 
Antonius (ft); and this without any Authority for it, 
bat his own. 

Tele(phorus, according to Eufebius , was the Seventh 
Pope fiom St. Peter, and came in the Twelfth year of 
Adrian}, that is, 4a. 130. But Binius following the 
Pontifical, makes him the Eighth Pope, and faith he 
entred the Third year of Antoninus ,’ thatis, Twelve 
years after; and in the Notes on his Life (g) , upon 
the Pontificals faying, he Ordained Thirteen Bifhops in 
his Eleven years, he obferves, that thefe Bifhops. were to 


7 


be jent into divers parts of the World; from whence (he 
faith) it is clear that the Pope was to take care not of 
Rome only, but the whole World. But firft, no inference 
from fo tabulous an Author, as the Pontifical, can Be 
clear: And fecondly, if there were fo many Bifhops 
really Ordained by Popes, as the Pentifical dath pre- 
tend, there are but Sixty three Bithops reckoned by 
him. from S. Peter’s death to this time » which is near 
100 years. From whence (if we grant the Matter of 
Fact) it tsrather clear, That the Pope Ordained only fome 
Italian Bifhops near Rome; for otherwife when fo many 
Bifhops were Martyred, there muft have been far more 
Ordained for the World in that {pace of time. 

Hyginus, the next Pope, began (faith Eu/ebins) in the 
firft year of Antoninus; but Binius faith, he was made 
Pope. the Fifteenth of that Emperor; the Reader will 
guefs whether is to be trufted: The Pontifical could find 


this Pope nothing todo , but to diftribute the Orders 
of 
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of the Clergy, which Pope Clement (according to him) 


had. done long before (4). (h) Lab. p.s 65° 


Bin. pag.6s. 


' COl.2. 

6. 2. From the Notes on Pope Pius Life (7), we may * Lobsp.s 68. 
obferve there was no great care of old taken about the Bin. pag 67. 
Pope’s Succeffion : For Optatus, S.duguftine, and S. Hie- col, 2. 
rom, with the Old Pontifical ( before it was altered (2), te) prey: 
place Anicetus before Pius, but the Greeks place Pius pay. ‘ i 
before Anicetus; and in this Binius thinks we are to 
believe them rather than the Latins. The reft of the 
Notes are fpent in vindicating an improbable Story, of 
an Angel bringing a Decree about Eaffer to Hermes 
the Popes Brother , who writ a Book about keeping it 
on the Lord’s Day; yet after all there 1s a Book of 
Hermes now extant that hath nothing in it about 
Eater; and there was a Book of old writ by Hermes, 
well known to the Greeks, and almoft unknown to the 
Latins (though writ by a Pope’s Brother ), read in the 
Eaftern Churches, and counted Apocryphal in the 
Weftern: But we want another Angel to come and 
tellus, whether that now extant be the fame or no, 
for Binius cannot refolve us, and only fhews his Folly in 
defending the abfard and incongruous Tales of the 
Pontifical. | : 

Anicetus either lived before or after Pivs , and the 
Pontifical makes him very bufie in Shaving his Priefts 
Crowns, never mentioning what he did to fupprefs 
thofe many Heretics who came to Rome in his time ; 
but it tells us.he was Buried in the Cemetery of Califtus(), " Lab.p.§7.9- 
though Califus (who gave that Burial-place a name) he ee 
did not dye till Fifty years after Anicetus. But Binins 
(who is loath to own this grofs Falfhood) faith, You are 
to understand it in that ground which Caliltus made a . 
Burying-place afterward, yet it unluckily falls out, that, 

Anicetus s Succetlor 

Pope Soter was alfo Buried (according to the Pomes- 
fical) in Calistus his Coemetery; and afterwards Pope 
Zepherines’s Burial-place is de{cribed to be not far from 
that of Calitus, fo well was Califtus’s Coemetery known, 
even 


He 
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-even before it was made a Cemetery, and before he was 
‘Pope. : 7 

Eleutherius fucceeded Soter, and as the Pontifical {aith, 
he received a.Letter.from Lucius King of Britain » that 
he might be made a Chriftian by his Command ; which 


(m) Uffrsi An- hint probably firft produced thofe two Epiftles between 


tiq.Brit.cap.4, 
Sse. 8 ap. 
Spelm.Tom.I. 
Concil, 


(a) Eufeb.hitt. 
‘lib. 5 .cap.2 35 
-24,&e, 


t 


(0) Lab.'p.5 96. 
Bin. pag.79. 
col.1,2. 


Vid.Eu/cd.lib, 5, 


~€4p.22, 


this Pope and King Lucius (m), which Binius leaves out, 
though he juftifies the Story, of which it were well we 
had better Evidence than the Pontifical. This is cer- 
tain, the Epiftles were forged in an Age when Men 
could write neither good Latin, nor good Senfe ; and 
I am apt to fancy, if [fdore had put them into a De- 
cretal , they would have been fomewhat more polite; 
fo that it is likely thefe Epiftles were made by fome 
Monks, whothought it much fer our Honour, to have 
our Chriltianity from Rome. 


§.3- This Century concludes with the bold Pope 
Vittor, of whofe excommunicating the Eaitern Bifhops 
(for not agreeing with him about Eafter) wehavea 
large account in Eu/ebius (n); but of that there is no- 
thing in the Pontifical; only we are told he had a 
Council at Rome, to which he called Theophilus (Bifhop 
of Alexandria) and decreed Eaffer fhould be obferved 
upon a Sunday, &c. Upon this hint, and the Authority 
of a better Author, we grant there were at thefe times 
divers Councils held abour keeping Easter: But the 
Editors of the Councils (though Eu/ebius be the only 
credible Author which gives an Account of them) 
prefume to contradi@ him. For Eufebius makes the 
Council at Cefarea in Paleftina to be firft, and makes 
Theophilus of that City, and Narciffus of Ferufalem, Pre- 
fidentsof it; but the Editors (ior the honour of the 
Pope) place the Roman Council firft (0), and upon 
the bare Credit of the Pontifical (who miftook Alexan- 
dria for Cefarea) {ay, That Theophilus was prefent.at it: 
Whereas Exfebius faith, This Roman Council was the 
Second called about this Quéftion , confifting of the 
Bithops about Rome. Secondly, The Editors place the 


Council 
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ment of Bede (who lived many Centuries after,) That 
it was Called by Victor's Authority ; whereas Eufebius 
(as we fee) affigns other Prefidents to that Council; 
yea, they inticle all the other Councils about this 
Matter, Under Victor; though in Ex/ebins they are fet 
down as independent upon one another, The Bifhops 
of each Country Calling them by their own Autho- 
rity. Andthough Biaius’s Notes (p) brag of Apofolical 
and Univer{al Tradition; The Bifhops of Afia produced 
a contrary Tradition , and called it Apostolical , for 
keeping Esffer at a different time ; which fhews how 
uncertain a ground Tradition is for Articles of Faith, 

when it varied fo much in delivering down a practical 
Rite through little more than one Century: And the 
Afian Bithops perfifting in their Cuftom, and defpifing 
Vittor’s Excommunication, proves, They knew nothing 
of his Supremacy or Infallibilicy in thofe days. We 
grant Viétor was in the right as to the time of Eafer, 
and that which he and other Councils now agreed on, 
was agreed upon alfo at the Council of Nice; but Binius 
ftretches it too far when he pretends, That general 
Council confirmed Viéor’s Sentence of Excommuni- 
tion: For Viéer’s Authority is never urged in the 
Nicene Council, nor his Excommunication mentioned ; 
and we know from Eux/ebius, That the Bifhops of his 
own Opinion feverely reproved him for offering to 
pafs {o rafh a Sentence , and to impofe his Senfe upon 
remote Churches: So that thus far there is no genuine 
Proof of any Supremacy exercifed or claimed by the 
Roman Church; for the Decretals, which only pretend 
to make ic out, are notorious Forgeries. 


Council of Cefarea, affirming out of a fufpicious Frag- 


(p)Lab.p.5 98. 
Bin.pag.8o. 


col. te 
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Oeste is gota g 
1 Of the Forgeries in the Third Century. 


1 AnDom203. § 10 °F His Century begins with the Life of Pope 
; I Zepherine, who Sat Eight years, faith the Pon- 
tifical, but the Notes tell you, He Sat Eighteen , which: 
is a {mall Error in that fabulous Author: Yet the 
Editors believe upon his Credit, that this Pope ordered 
(q)Lab. p.603. Veflels of Glafs to be ufed in the Mafs(q¢); and the: 
Bin. pag.81. Notes prove it by Pope Gregory the Great, who lived 
“cee Four hundred years after this time. However, if we 
allow the Matter of Fa& upon the Teftimonies of 
S. Hierom and Epiphanius; it will follow, That in tho: 
Ages (whenthey ufed Glafs Cups). they did not believe 
Tranfubftantiation ; for if they had , they would not 
have ventured Chrift’s Blood in fo brittle a Veffel, but: 
have forbid the ufe of Glafles, as they have done is 
the Roman Church fince this Opinion came in among. 

r)Dailéde them (7). 
Be betes Under this Pope the Editors placean African Coun- 
cap.22. cil; and fay it was Reprobated;, yet they cannot make: 
it appear, that this Pope fo much as knew of it. Nor 
was his Advice or Confent at all defired in that cafe,. 
which was never difputed at Rome till Pope Stephen’s.. 
time (as themfelves confefs) viz, Fifty years after this. 
Council washeld, from whence we learn, That every 
Province in this Age believed they had fufficient Autho-. 
rity to determine Controverfies in Religion among. 
themfelves , without the Confént of the Bifhop ot. 

Rome. 
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§.2. Though the Pontifical be guilty of many Errors 
in the Life of Calixtus, and miftake the very Emperors 
under which he lived and died, the Notes glofs them 
all fairly over (s), and corre& them by the Roman (s) Lab.p.608. 
Martyrology, which often follows the Pontifical , and is 3'”.pag.83- 
as fabulous as that. However we are told, That Galixtus ©)! 
was buried Three Miles out of the City ; becaufe the 
Law of the T'welve Tables forbid rhe Burying of 2 dead 
Body within the Walls. Now 1 would know, it this Law 
were in force, how that can be true which the Pomti- 
fecal and the Notes affirm and juftifie, That S.Peter, 
Linus, Cletus, Enariftus, Sixtus, Tele[phorus, Hyginus, Pius, 
and Vidor, were All Buried in the Vatican? And what 
dha'l we think of the Miracles done by their Relicks 
and at their Tombs if no Body know where they were 
firft Buried ? 
Pope Urban, the Succeflor of Calixtas, is faid ia the 4) 4). 961. 
. ° ° AD. pOl7- 
Pontifical (t), to be Buried in the Coemetery of Pra- pin, pag. 87. 
textatus, Which could not then be any Coemetery at col.t. 
all, becaufe Prtextatus was not Martyted till the Per- 
{ecution under Maximinus, which hapned many years 
after: And if the Story of S. Cecily in the fame Author, 
be no Truer than his Chronology, the Romanifts wor- 
fhio a fiGtitious Saint. 

The Pontifical ts forced to feign, That the Emperar 
Alexander Severus was a Periecutor, contrary to his 
Character in all Hiftories of Credit; and this only to 
make us think, that Calixtus, Urban, and Pope Pontianus 
his Succeflor, were Martyrs. However though Eufe- ; 
bins knew not of their Martyrdom(#), the Roman wy pi dieses 
Church adores them ail as Martyrs, and have peculiar | 7, & nea 
Days dedicated to their Memories. 

Antherus (as the Pontifical fays ) Sat Twelve years 
and One Month; and the Notes fay, rhat be Sat only 
one Month(w) ; fo that there is but only Twelve years , 
miftaken in this Popes Life : And if he was Pope but giz. pag.92. 
one Month, doubtlefs lais Secretarieshad need bé very col.1. 
iwift Writers, or elfe they could not. gather many in 
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(x) Lab. p.638. 


Bim. pag.95e 
col.2. 


(y)Lab.p.65 0. 
Bin.pag.101e 
col,2. 
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However Biniws will make it out., for he 
brings in a Poetical Hyperbole, Of thofe Scribes, who 
could write a Sentence before a man had fpoken it; and fo 
were as quick at gueffing as writing ; and applies this in 
very ferious earneft to this Pope’s Notaries, to make us 
imagine, there were many Acts of Martyrs writ out 
in this fhort-lived Pope’s time. 


§. 3. Pope Fabian, as Eufebius relates, was chofen by 
occalion of a Dove's lighting on his Head , when the 
People were met to elect a Pope; of which remarkable 
Story the fabulous Pontifical takes no notice, but tells us, 
That in thi Popes time Novatus the Heretic came to 
Rome(x); that is, fay the Notes, Above a year after 
Pope Fabian was dead , after the Vacancy, and in Pope 
Cornelius’s time ; with fuch abfurd Comments do thefe 
Gentlemen delight to cover the Ignorance and Falfe- 
hood of their Hiftorian; but fuch Excufes do only 
more expofe him. In this Pope’s time were two Coun- 
cils held, one in Africa, the other in Arabia, and they 
Intitle them both under Fabian; yet the only Authors, 
who mention thefe Councils, do not fay Pope Fabian 
was concerned in either of them (y), and therefore 
they were not wader Fabian. 

After this Pope’s death there was a Vacancy of more 
than one whole year, which the Editors, to flatter the 
Papacy, call (in the f{tyle of Princes) Ax Interregnum , 
but alas! their admired Monarchy , was now turned 
into an Ariftocracy, and the Clergy governed the 
Roman Church ; to excufe which flaw in their vifible 
Monarchical Succeffion, the Notes fay, The Adlembers 
next the Head knew it was their parts, to do the office of 
the Head: Which notable kind of fubftitution, if ic 
could be made out in the Body Natural , Beheading 
would not be a Mortal punifhment; however, they 
muft fay fomething to make us believe there was always 
aVifible Head of the CatholicChurch,or atleaft a Neck 
and Shoulders, which ftood for an Head , till Cornelius 
was chofen Pope: And they called a Council (as the 

pretend) 
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pretend) in this Vacancy ,. and writ a Letter of their De- 
termination to all the Churches in the World , that they 
might all obferve what the Empty Chair of Peter bad 
oxdered (z). Butif any one read the Letter it felf, it (z) Biz.p.107. 
will appear that this Council was only a voluntary col.1.. 
Affembly of the Clergy in Rome, and they met only 
to confirm S. Cyprian’s Opinion , and only writ their 
Letter to him; but never pretended either to be 
Judges over Cyprian, or any other part of the Catholic 
Church. 

Pope Cornelius his Life follows, for whofe Character 
we are more obliged to $.Cyprian’s Epiitles, than to 
the Pontifical, which invents an idle Story of a Dia- 
logue between Cornelius and Decius the Emperor, and 
though the Notes own (a2), That Decius (who is here (a)Lab. p.6€s 
pretended to Martyr him) dyed the fame Month in 2" Pag:108- 
which Cornelius entred; yet they will not own the Story F 
to be falfé , but boldly put in the Name of Volujianus 
into their Margen inftead of Decius. However, the 
Breviary (b) retains the Fiction of Cornelius fuffering (>) Breviar. 
under Decius, as it doth alfo the Fable of his Tran- psi 5 16 die 
flating the Bodies of S. Peter and S. Paul: But let any EER 
confidering Man compare the different ways of telling 
this Sham Story ,. and he will eafily difcern , that the 
Notes. cannot reconcile them without flying to a Mi- pees 
racle (c). It is evident they have told us, the Body Gs nee 
of S. Peter was in the Vatican, when Pope Victor was ie amet 
there Buried, 47.203: And there is no Author of 
Credit mentions their removal into the Catacumbe, aud 
{o confequently no reafon to believe they were fetcht 
back from thence in a time of Perfecution. Pope 
Gregory lived 350 years after this, and was very apt to 
credit feigned Miracles, and he differs much from the 
Pontifical; fo that. probably the whole Story is forged, 
by thofe who long after began fuperftitioufly to adore 
the Relicks. of Saints, However, it is read in the 
Roman Church Sepremb.16. and many devout People 
on the Credit of this Legend make Pilgrimages, and 
offer Prayers and large Gifts, to the Shrines of thefe 

two 
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two Apoftles , of whofe true Relicks they can have 


‘none, becaufé their real Graves are not known. 


48)Lab.p.71 4. 
Binspag.126. : 
Ol. Le, 


s€e)Lab.p.718. 
Bin. pag.128. 
col.1. 
(f) Z£46.p.71 7. 
Bis. pag. 127. 
col.2. 


(g) Lab.p.720. 
Bin. pag.128. 
col2. 


In this Pope’s time there were two Councils holden 
at Carthage, two at Rome,and one in Italy; all whichin 
the general Titles are faid to be held ander Cornelius (d), 
though ‘the Notes-aflure us, That thofe two at Car- 
thage were called by. S.Cyprian’s Authority ; and that 
the /talian Bifhops made a Decree ef their own, be- 
fides that of Cornelius at Rome. ‘The Roman Councils 
indeed were holden under Cornelius, as being Bifhop of 
that City; but we may obferve, He did not Authori- 
tatively confirm the Sentence of the ‘Council of Carz 
thage, but only confénted to it. We may alfo Note; 
This African Council calls not Pope Cornelius Father, 
but Brother, and writes to him as one of their Col- 
Jegues; yea, they do not except Cornelius , when they 
Decree, That if any of their Collegues agreed not to their 
Sentence, be fhould anfwer it at the Day of “Fudgment (e). 
Moreover, inthe fame Letter there is am evident Te/ti- 
mony, that the People in thofe days were prepared for Mar- 
tyrdom, by receiving the Euchariftical Cup (f); which 
being now denied to the Laity, the Editors pafS it by 
without a Note; yet foon after, where the Council 
plainly {peaks of Confefing the Name of Chrift before 
Perfecutors; they have this impertinent Marginal Note, 
From this and other places, the neceffity of Confeffion x 
confirmed: As if this belonged to their new invented 
Auricular Confeflion. | 


§.4. "The Notes find divers Faults in the Life of 
Pope Lucius, yet they would palliate the groflelt of 
all; for che Poxtifical fays, He was Behéaded by Vale- 
rian, the Notes affirm it was by Gallus and Volufianus; 
and yet the fame Notes tell us, The Pontifical (in fay- 
ing it was by Valerian ) may be very well and truly 
expounded (g). ‘The Reader muft underftand, J+ may 
be foexpounded by fuch kind of Notes, as-are defigned to 
make grof Errors feem great Truths. 


Pope 
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Pope Stephen, who fucceeded Lucius , fell out with 
Cyprian and the African Bifhops, about, the re-baptizing 
of Heretics, which (though it were’ the only memo- 
rable thing in this Popes Life ) the Pontifical never 
mentions: And the Editors are are fo ufed to put into 
the Title of all Councils, Under (uch or {uch a Pope, that 
in this Popes time they ftyle thofe very Councils, Sw 
Stephano, which were called without his knowledge, 
and which condemned his Opinion (4), as may be (h)Labp 751. 
feen in the Councils of Carthage, Iconium, and Africa, 1S? hth 

‘ oy ed “An: in, pags 37, 

where (fo eafily may Tradition be miftaken) the Ree yy et gee, 
baptizing of Heretics a afferted to be an Apostolick Tra- °° 
dition, though it were contrary to Pope Stephen’s Opi- 
nion, and the Tradition of the Romanz Church. And 
when Stephen on this account. prefiumed to Excommu- 
nicate the Afian Bifhops, Firmilianus (Bifhop of Ce- 
farea) in a Letter to S, Cyprian (i), Defpifes hrs Sentence, (i) Lab.p.751. 
compares the Pope to ‘fudas , complains of his Arro- 2”-pag-14© 
gance, and efteems tholé to be very filly who took the °°! 
Roman Bithop’s word for an Apoftolical ‘Tradition ; 
from which that Church in many Inftances had de- 
parted. Moreover, He calls him @ Schifmatic, and 
affirms, he had by this rafh Sentence only cut bimfelf off 
from the Unity of the Catholic Church. S. Cyprian alfo, 


and his Africans (k), condemned this Pope as a Fa- (Kk) Lab.p.765-- 


Bin, pagel 4.7% 


vourer of Fleretics, an Enemy to the Church , and one who ati 


writ Contradictions, and was void of Prudence; defcri- 
bing him as am Innovator and bringer in of Traditions, 
contrary to Goa’s Word, as one who obftinately prefumed to. 
prefer buman Doctrines before Scripture. I grant Pope 
Stephen was in the right in this. Controverfie ; yet. 
doubtlefs, if thefe Bifhops had believed the Supremacy, 
and Infallibility of the Pope and his Roman Council, 
they could not have ufed him. at this-rate: And the 
Editors are fo concerned to cover this rough ufage ,. 
that they reprint an Epiftle of S.Cyprian’s Verbatim (/), (1) Lab. p.7 40: 
after this. Quarrel was grown hot ,.. which: was. wric-& pag: 764. 
while th 4 -e Friend d - vy ki cl Bem pag. 136+ 
while they two were Friends, and contains-very kin | 
AF? © f: ° que , col.2. & p.446 
Words to Stephen; which Blind is only to make us.) ‘ 
think 
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think that Cyprian fubmitted to the Pope at Jaft, though 
it is apparent he never did fo: Again, the Reader may 
note that Labbe here prints a Tract of fome Ancient 
Author, to juftify the Pope’s Opinion; bur though there 
be many good Arguments for it from other ‘Fopics, the 
Argument from ‘Tradition, and the determination of 
the Roman Church, is not urged in the whole Dif 
courfe (m)., which fhews that thefe were no Arguments 
allowed in this Writers time: Laftly whereas the third 
Council of ‘Carthage, feverely cenfires Pope Stephen 
for taking upon him as Bifhop of Bifhops, and for compelling 
(n) Lab.p.786. bis Equals by Tyrannical Terrors to obey him (n) : Binius 
Bin. pag. 149. impudently notes upon this, that the Pope was called 
col.2. & p.154. Bifhop of Bifhops, to him was the laft Refuge in Matters of 


{m) Lab.p.770. 


pau Faith, and bis Determinations were received all the World 


over as the Oracles of the Holy Ghost: Which is from 
his Ufurping a Title and Authority, to infer he had 
Right to them; and to prove that all the World re- 
ceived his Determinations, from a Story which fhews, 
that half the Chriftian World rejected them. 


§. 5. The Life of Séxtus the Second, in the Pontifical 
is one heap of Errors, for the Author feems to miftake 
him for Xy/tws the Philofopher ; and as the Notes con- 
fefs, make Decivs raife a great Perfecution againit the 
Church, Eight year after he was Dead. He alfo places 
Valerian before Decius, fuppofing them toReign together, 
and faying Sixtus was Beheaded by Valerian in Decius’s 

(0) Lab. p.819. time (0); now Decius was flain two year before Valerian 

Bin. pag. 185. was Emperor: Yetthe Notes labour to colour over all 

ae? thefe Contradi@ions, to Salve the Credie of their 
Miffals and Fabulous Martyrology. 

Dionyfius the next Pope, is faid to have been a Monk, 

(p) Lab. p.827. Upon the credit of the Pontifical (p) ; the Notes addtharc 

Bin. pag. 158. he Lived a Solitary Life, before his Election; yet the 

ets Modern Monks have given over that Primitive Cultom, 

and now croud into great Cities: But the Pontifical is 

fo miferably miftaken in the Confuls in this Popes Life, 

placing thofé for his laft Confuls who were {0, two years 

before’ 
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before thofe he Names for his firft Confuals, that. no- 
thing can be believed on this Authors credit. Under 
this Pope the Editors have feigned a Council at Rome, 
to which Diony/ius Bithop of Alexandria was Cited, and 
fo far obeyed the Order, asto write an Epiftleto clear 


himfelf, for which they cite Athanafius (q): But we mult (q) Lab. p.830. 
never truft their Quotations where the Supremacy is Bim. pag. 160. 
concerned, without looking into the Authors they cite: cob !- 


And Athanafias only faith Dionyfivs of Alexandria was 
accufed at Rome, and writ to the Pope to know the 
Articles complained of, who fent him an Account, up- 
on which he vindicated himfelf by an Apology: But 
what is allthis tea Roman Council, ora citing Déony- 
fius thither ? There were alfo two Councils at Antioch, 


about this time as Eu/febizs tells us (r); But the Editors (1) zufs. hit. 
of their own Head put in that the first of them, was ap- lib. 7. cap. 22. 
pointed by Dionyfius Bifhcp of Rome, to whom the chief 


care of the Church was committed———Whereas Ex/ebius 
never mentions this Pope as being either concerned in 
the Council, or confulted about it: but if they will have 
it under Dionyfius, then we may infer, that this Pope ap- 
proved a faying of this Council, viz. That they knew 
of wo. cther Mediator between God and Man but only 
Chrift Fefus. The Second Council of Antioch is inti- 
tuled alfo, Under Pope Dionyfius: Yet it appears by 


Exfebins (s), that this Pope knew not of the Council, /s) cys. nit 
till they by their Synodical Epiftle informed him of lib. 7. cap.24. 


it after they were rifen: And in that Epiftle they 
joyn him, and Adaximus Bifhop of Alexandria toge- 
ther as Collegues and equals, not defiring either of 
them to confirm their Decrees; but acquainting them 
with their proceedings, they required them to fhew 
their confent by writing Communicatory Letters to 
Domnus, who was put in by them, Bifhop of Antioch, 
in the Room of Paulus Samofatenus, ejected for He- 
rfie; and though this Dommnus his Father, Demetrianus 
had been Bifhop of Antioch before, yet we hear of no 
Papal Difpenfation to allow him to fucceed there: We 
may alfo obferve, that sigan” (who in Pope Stephens 
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time fo much defpifed the. Popes Authority and Infal- 
libility) is by this Council called a, Man.of bleffed Ae- 
mory: By which we fee how little any Ancient and 
genuine Councils do countenance the Supremacy of the 
Roman Church, and what need they. bad to forge Evi- 
dence,who would have it taken for a Primitive Doétrine. 


§. 6. That Felix the Firft was a Martyr,is proved only 
by the Pontifical, and the Roman Martyrology which 
often blindly follows it: bat why may not the Pontif.- 
cal. be miftaken in the Martyrdom, as wellas the Notes 
(t) Lab. p.903. Contes it to be in the Confiuls (r) 2 And the bafe Partia 
Bin. pag. 163. lity of the Notes appears foon after in citing a place of &, 
col. 1. Cyprian, as if be defired to know the Days on which the Mar 

tyrs [uffered, that he might offer a Sacrifice for ibens by Names 
(a) Cypr lib. 3.7 their Anniver{aries (a); Whereas Cyprian {peaks of the 
ep. 6. ai epit, Confeflors whodied privately in Prifons,of whofe Names : 
37-pag. 81. he defires to be informed, that be might celebrate their 
vid. Daile de. Memory among the Martyrs: Nowthere isa great difference 
cult. relig-Lat. Horwean S.Cyprian’s and the Protestants practice,to Com- 
Heed: O2P. 30 memorate the Saints departed ; and the Roman way; 
bp) of offering the Sacrifice of the Mafs for the deceafed : 

Yet the Notes would fuborn Ss. Cyprian to give in evi- 

dence for this corrupt praétice. 

Pope Eutychianus lived not long. before Eufebin’s time,. 

(w) Enfeb. hig. atid he faith. he only fat ten Months(w); The Pontif.. 

lib. 7. cap. 26, €al allows him thirteen Months, but the Notes bol 

(x) Lab. p.gi3-44¥ he was Pope Eight years (x), and ! 

Bin. pag. 167. the Names of two Confuls fér down inthe Pontifical,and 

col. 2. the credit of the Roman Martyrology; but fince thefe: 
two are {carce ever right-in their Chronology, we ought 
to believe Eufebius rather than the Annotator and. his 
defpicable Witnefies. 


His Succeffor Gaius lived in Enfebius’sown time,and he 
(y) Exfed. hit. affirms he fat Fifteen years ( y);. but.the Pontzfical -allots 


lib. 7. cap. 26. to him Eleven yearsonly, and fo doth the Breviary (%); 


(2) Brev. Ro» boch of them making him Dioclefian’s Kinfman, (which 
man: April. 22. Enfebius knew nothing of ;_) 


The Notes out-of Baronins 
contradict them all, and afcribe to him Twelve years,. 


mak. 


dly 
this only upon 
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making him Dioclefiaw's Nephew; and yet the Pontifical 
faith both that he fled from Dioclefian’s Perfecution, and 
dieda Confeffor. Yet was Crowned with Martyrdom 
with his Brother Gabinius; which Non-fenfe Baronius 
and the Notes alfo defend. 


g§.7, This Century is concluded by the Unfortunate 
Marcellinus, who as the Pontifical telis us, did Sacrifice to 


Idols (a) 3 and S. Auguftine in the Notes plainly fuppofés (a) 22d. p.930. 
it to be true: Yet the Annotator (who dares not deny 3’. pag. 174: 
it) labours to Amufe the Reader by faying, this Story °° 


may be plainly refuted and proved falle by diwers probable 
Reafons out of Baronius; but becaute their Miflals and 
Martyrology do own the thing, he will ‘not go that 
way to Work: What-then ¢ Doth ~he clearly charge 
the Infallible Judge with Apoftacy? No, he faith, He 
feemedto deny the Faith by External adts,(that is, Sacrificing 
to Idols 5) Yet by hes Internal aéts, (it feems Binius knew 
bis thoughts) be did not believe any thing contrary to the 
Faith : And truly this is an early Inftance of Jefuitical 
Equivocation: But we may make the fame Excufe for 
all the Apoftates in the World; and it is plain the 
Notes care not what they fay, to protec their dear 
Infallibility againft the moft convincing Truths. 
About the very time of this Pope’s Apoftacy was 
held a Council at Citain Africk; and though S.‘\z- 
gustine,the Author from whom they have all they 
know about it, fay not one Word of Marcellinus, Yéc 


that(fince they have invented a Councilin the fame year 3’. pag. 


43 


ome 


to fet poor Marcellinus Right again, after-his Apoftacy ;) yt 


they did not place that Council firft, and then'their re 
conciled Penitent might with a better Grace, have fat 


at Cirta and Condemned {uch as fell inthe Perfecution. 
But ‘the moft: Infamous Forgery, ‘is the Ridiculous 


Council of Sinueffa(c), deviled by fome dull Monk, who © Lab. p.9 38 
could write neither good Senfe‘nor trie Latin, infpir- 2% Pag. 17°- 


ed only by a blind Zeal for the Roman Church, whofe 
G 2 Infal- 
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380, & 183. 


Roman Forgertes inthe Councils. Part J, 
Enfallible Head muft be cleared from Apoftacy, though 
it be by the abfurdeft Fi@ions imaginable: For he 
feigns this Apoftate Pope met ‘Fhree-hundred Bifhops 
near Sinueffa, in Dioclefian’s time in a Cave, which 
would hold but Fifty of them at once,, and their bufe 
nefs was only to hear Afarcellinus condemn himfelf, and 
to.tell him he could be Judged by none. The two firft 
Copies of this Council were fo ituffed with Barbarifins, 
falfe Latin and Nonfenfe, and fo contrary to each other, 
that fome Body took Pains out of both to deviféa third 
Copy, and by changing and adding at pleafure,broughe 
it ac laft to fome tolerable Senf@: Surins and Biniys 
print all three Copies, bute Labbe and the Colleéfio regia 
leave out the two Originals, and only publifh the Third, 
dreft up by a late Hand, whichin time may paf for 
the true, account of this Council. But the two firft 
Copies in Binius, yet extant, will give the Reader a 
good proof into what depths of Ignorance the Monks 
were fallen, when fuch Unintelligible and Incoherent 
{tuff as this, and the Letters Forged between the 
Council of Mice and Pope Sylvefter, (which are in the 
fame Style,) were defigned to fupport the Roman Su. 
premacy and Infallibiliry. { thall nor refle@ upon. the 
Abfurdity, of making the Pope bis own Fudge, when he 
denies the Fact, nor the Contradiction of the Coun- 
cils, faying often They mujt not judge bim; and yet de- 
claring foon after That rhey have Condemned him (d) : 
Whoever will but read this Council over, fhall find di- 
verfion enough, if Blunders and Dulnef§ be diverting to 
them. Ifhall therefore principally note the grofg Par- 
tiality and Fallacies of the Notes, in colouring over this 
bare-faced. Forgery.: Firft,. the Annotator. accufes the 
Century, Writers, and Englifh Innovators for rejecting 
this Rare Council as a Forgery of the Donatifts , he 
fhould have faid of the Romifh Monks; yet he makes more 
Objections, againit. it, than he, himéelf can anfwer : 
Proteftants wonder that ‘Chree-hundred. Bifhops thould 
dare to meet in times of Perfecution: He replies, a 
far lefs number did meet.on a flighter ocgafion Fifty 


years. 
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— /* 
years before, which is but a very indifferent Proof : 
Well, but to magnify the occafion, he faith, By this Pope’s 
fall, not only the Roman Church, but the whole Chriftian 
Religion was in extreme danger; and in the Prefident of 
the Catholic Faith, the very Foundation of the Church was 
fhaken and almoft ruined: Yet a little before-he had told 
us Out of S. Augustine, that Marcellinus’s fall did no pre- 
judice to the Church, and had affirmed thar the ill 
Deeds of Bifhops may burt themfelves, but cannot prejudice 
ibe Charches Orthodox Doéirine(e): Again, he proves it 
could not be an’ Invention of the Donatifts 5 becaufe 
they never knew of it; yet prefently he owns they ob- 
jected it to the Catholics, and therefore muft know of 
it, all that S. Augu/ine faith, being only that they could 
not prove it: Alter this Baronius and he fay, that 20 
Writer doth mention this City of Sinuella, nor is there any 
Ademory of fuch a place or Cave: Which is agreat miftake 
m thenibeth. For Liuy, Cicero, Ovid, Martial and Pliny, 
do all {peak of Sinueffa (fF), and “Alexander ab Alex- 
andro, mentions a famous High-way, leading from 
Kome to this City (g¢). And if an Earthquake have 
ince Overthrown it, that will not prove there was no 
fuch City then: all the Wonder is that thefe Gentle. 
men fhould defend a Counc! for genuine, which they 
thought had been held in- Uropia :- The Notes proceed 
totell us that Very many most Learned Men, (not Here- 
ticks, I fuppofe ) by very rong Arguments have labcured 
10 prove thee Ads {purious : But he (who valuesno Ar- 
guments againft the Supremacy,) not only thinks them not 
to be falfe, but judges them worthy of great Efteem for their 
Venerable Antiquity, and for their Majefty which extorts 
Reverence even fromthe unwilling : Now their Antiqui- 
ty cannot be proved by one Old Author, and their 
Majetty is folittle, that they extort Laughter and Con- 
tempt from the graveft Reader: Let. us therefore heat 
his Reafon for this Approbation, it is-becaw/e they are be- 
leved by general confent of all; (He forgets that he faid 
but now, very many and very Learned Men did not 
believe them;.) And becaufe they are received and retained 


without. 
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without any Controver{yto this Day; inthe Martyrologies and 
Breviaries of the Roman and other Churches (h): So that at 
laft, all the Authority for this Council is the Roman 
Martyrolegy and Breviary; which are Modern Colle- 
Gtions, out of the Fabulous Pontifical and other Forged 
Aés of Martyrs; And though their own Learned Men 
by good Arguments prove the things to be falfe, yet if 
they be Readin a Breviary, &c, thefe Falfhoods become 
true, and Catholics receive them without Controverfy : 
Yea, they cite the Tranfcript of a Forgery to prove the 
Original to be a Truth. Again,the Notes fay it is no pre- 
judice to the Truth of Marcellinus bis fal,though the Afri- 
cans did not know of it,nor S. 4uguffinesno nor any of the 
African Church: Yet in the next Page it is obferved, 
That there are very many Names of the Witneffes which 
prove bis fall, which are peculiar to the Africas Chrifti- 
ans: Now if thefe Names were peculiar to the Africans, 
then thefe Witnefles were of the African Church Ori- 
ginally, and then it is Morally impoffible, that ‘they 
should never tell none of their Countrymen; of fo Fa- 
mous a ‘Traniaction: The Notes confefs that thefe Aés 
often mention Libra ccecidua ; which is a Word invented 
alter the Empire was divided into Eaft and Welt: And 
thence the fame Notes infer,the/e Ads were not writ inthofe 
Ancient times, yet they make it a wonder, that they were 
not feex in Africain S. Auguftine’s time or before: Which 
is to wonder that they had not feen them:in Africa, 
before they were written: It puzzles the Annotator to 
make out an excufe for that ridiculous Falfheod in thefé 
Aéts, that Marcellinus was led into rhe Temple of Vetta, 
and \fis, and there Sacrificed to Hercules, Jupicer and 
Saturn; becaufe thefe Gods were never» plaeed'; ior 
Worfhipedin the Templesof thofe female Deities: Nor 
can he allow what the A&s fayrabout this Council, be- 
ing held when Dioclefian was in his Perfan War; for he 
affirms it was held Two years after that War, when 
Dioclefian had devefted himfelf of the*Empire, and 
lived a private Life ; But then the A@s make Ditelefian 
to be prefent, and in Remwe when Marcellinus did nei 
e; 
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fice; and°at this rate the Pope would have laied two 
years at leaft in his Apoftacy, which the Annotator 
muft not endure. To conclude, we now fee, That a 
Council held no body knows where nor when, concealed from 
all Ancient Authors, writ in later times, full of Barbarifms, 
and Non-fenfe, Fal{hoods and contraditiions, if ic do but 
pretend to make out the Supremacy and Infallibity of 
the Pope, and fet him (while he was an Apoftate and 
falfly denied the Fact, ) above a Council of Three 
hundred Innocent Bifhops; if it do but fay the Pope, 
though never fo wicked, cannot be judged by any but 
himfelf: This Council fhall be publifhed by the Ro- 
man Editors, and vindicated by partial Notes, as if it 
were a moft genuine and Authentic. Truth: From 
whence it is plain, That thefe Editors, and efpecially 
this Annotator hath noother meafure of Truth and Falf- 
hood, but the Intereft of the Roman Church, which 
they refolve to promote, though it be by the moftun- 


juft means. And this may fuffice to obferve for the Third.» 


Century. 
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GHA PTE RIV, 4 
Of the Forgeries in the Fourth Century. et a 


§ 1. His Century begins with the Life of May- An.Dom. 304. 
cellus, a Pope fo obfcure-, that Ex/ebius's (@)Lsb.TomIlt. 
Chronicle wholly omits him (@ ); and P'S 747: 
Theodoret knew nothing of him, nor of Pope Ex/ebias, se ats mig 
but makes Melchiades immediate Succeflor to Mar- lip Bl 
cellinus 


a 50 
ne | | (b) Theod.hift, 
cea | | lib. 1.cap.3. 


(c) Richer. de 
Ecclef-poteftate 
cap.3.pag.46. 
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celinus (b). It is very obfervable, that thefé two un- 
known Popes, in the Notes on their Lives, are {aid to 
have fat Seven years between them: And the Pongi- 
fical faith, There was a Vacancy of Seven years after 
Marcellinus, which Vacancy is alfo aflerted by Anafta- 
fius Biblioth. by Luitprandus , Abbo Floriacenf. Cufanus, 
and Genebrard (c).. And though Baronins’s and Binins’s 
Notes, deny this Seven years Vacancy, it isupon meer 
Conjectures: The Scandal of {fo long a Vacancy no 
Coubt, fetting fome of the old Parafites of Rome on 
work, to invent two Popes Names and put them into 
the Lift, front whefice probably they have been foifted 
ihto Opratus and S.Aaguftine, two. Latin Fathers , while 
the Greek Authors (which thefe Forgers Underftood 
not) do continue Uncorrupted : And truly nothing buc 
the Names of thefé two Popés remain; for no gcod 
Hliftotian mentions any ohe Emineft A@ done by 
either of them; hoWever, the Annctator had rather 
fill up his Scene with empty Names of Feigned Popes, 
who did. nothing for Seven years together , than ler 
the Reader fippofe' the Catholic Church could fo long 
Want us pretended Head. But though the Notes allow 
not the Authority of the Pontifical for the Vacancy, 
they truft it for the fittitious Story of this Adarcelixs 
his Life. and would have us believe; That in‘a time 
of Perlecution this Pope appointed Twenty five 
Churches in Rome, to Baptize Converts and Bury 
Martyrs in; and though the Laws and Cuftoms 6f 
that City then, forbad to Bury dead Bodies within 
the Walls , we are to believe that the Tyrant Avaxen- 
tins (who made all thefe Martyrs, and pertecuted this 
very Pope) confented to his breaking this Anciens 
Taw. On. the Credit of the fame Powtifcal we are 
told, That a certain Lady , called Lucina, dedicated 
her Houfe to this Pope (while He-was alive) by the 
Title of S. Marcellus; and that the Emperor turned it 
into a Stable, and made the Pope his Beaft- keeper 
there , where Naked, and cloathed with sackcloth, 
(they are the Words of the Pomifcal ) He foon 


atter 
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bruary(d). Which Fiétion the Roman Breviary otdets 
to be read to the Credulous People of that Commu- 
mion for Leflons; and tells them, That A¢arcellus writ 
an Epiftle to the Bifhops of the Antiochian Province 
about the Roman Primacy , and to prove Rome to bé the 
Head of All Churches, and that no Synod fhould be 
held without the Pope’s Authority. But this Epiftle (e) 
is owned by Labbé to be a Forgery, patched up out of 
divers Modern Authors, citing the Vulgar Latin 
Verfion, and dated after Marcellus his death: And it 
is very ftranze, That times of Perfecution fhould be a 
proper Seafon for a Pope to wrangle for his Supre- 
macy: Yet this Notorious Forgery faith, Cori 
ordered S. Peter, to Tranflate hw Seat from Antioch to 
Rome; and that the Apostles by Infpiration decreed , That 
all Appeals {hould be made thither, and no Council held, 
but by the Authority of the Reman Church. For which 
caule Binius vindicates it with Notes as full of Falfe- 
hood as the Epiftle ic feif(f): His firft Note of this 
Epiftic being writ to one Solomon a Bifhop, is an over- 
hght, and belongs to the firlt Epiftle of Pope Afar- 
cellinus(g), His next Notes about the Primacy and 
Power of Calling Synods, cite an Apoftolical and 
Wicene Canon for it;. but no fuch Canons are to be 
found. He guotes alfo two Epiftles, oné writ to Pope 
Felix trom Alexandria ; another writ by Pope Juli, 
tothe Eaitern Churches, for proof of this Supremacy ; 
and the fame Annotator afterwards owns them both 
to be Forgeries (6). He falfly faith, Diofcorus was Con- 
demned at Chalcedon , only tor holding a Synod with- 
out the Pope’s Confent; whereas he is known to have 

een accufed of many other Crirties, 
Pafce oves , is nothing to this purpofe; nor will Pope 
Pelagius his Word be taken in his own Caufe. . His 
Story of Valentinian makes niothing for the Pope, more 
than any other Bifhop; Yea, the Bifhops defring him 
to call a Council, fhews; They thought it was His 
Prerogative; and Nicepborus relates his Anfwer to have 


z been, 
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(d) Brewiar, 
Rom. Fa7.16. 
p2g-674. 


after ended his days, the 17¢h of the Kalends of Fe- 


(ce) Lab.p.9 48. 


Bin,pag.t8 be 


Coley. 


(¥) Lad. p. OF @. 
Bin. pag.18 7. 
coll. 


(x) Bin.p.175. 
col. 2. 
Baron, An.296. 


“de 


(h) Biw.Not.in 
Epitt. Fal.p.499 
& Not. in Ep. 
PAZ: 3 $4" 
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(i) Niceph.lib.2. 
Cap 30 & 
Whitak. de 
Congil. pag.s 1. 


(k)Lab. p.9st. 
Bin.pag.3 37. 
sol.s. 


(1) Lab.p.969. 


Bin. pag.189. 
cel.1. 
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been, That he was fotaken up with State Affairs, that he 
had no leifure to enquire into thofe matters (i): Wherefore 
after all this elaborate Sophiftry, to juftifie a falfé 
Affertion of a Forged Epiftle, the Annotator hath only 
fhewed his partiality for the Pope’s Power, but made no 
proof of it. 

The fecond Epiftle of this Marcellus (to the Tyrant 
Maxentius) is allo a manifeft Forgery (k); part of it 
is taken out of his Succeflor Gregory’s Epiftles, writ 
almoit Three hundred years after this; and it is highly 
improbable, Thata pertecuted Pope fhould falfly, as 
well as ridiculonfly , to a Pagan Emperor, quote the 
Laws of the Apoftles, and their Succeffors , forbidding to 
perfecute the Church and Clergy; and alfo inftrué& him. 
about the Roman Churches power in Calling Synods,. 
and Receiving Appeals ; and cite Clement’s Forged. 
Epiftle as an Authority to Maxentins , That Lay-men 
muft not accufe Bifhops. The Notes indeed are-un- 
willing to lofé fuch precious Evidence , and fo pretend,. 
That Maxentius at this time diflembled himfelf, to be 
a Chriftian ; bue this Sham can fignifie nothing to 
{uch as read the Epiftle, where Marcellus complains, 
That he then perfecuted him moft unjuftly, and there- 
fore he did not pretend to be a Chriftian at that time; 
and confequently the whole Epiftle is an abfurd 
Forgery: And fo is that Decree fubjoyned to it, 
which fuppofes young Children offered to Monafteries, 
and Shaved or Veiled there; Cuftoms which came up 
divers Centuries after this. 


§.2. The Canons of Peter, Bifhop of Alexandria (1), 
are genuine , and a better Record of Ecclefiaftical 
Difcipline, than any Pope to this time ever made; 
the Reader alfo may obferve , the Bifhop of Rome is 
not once named in thefe Canons; and they plead 
Tradition for the Wednefday Faft, contrary to the 
Roman Churches pretence, of having an Apoftolical 
Tradition, to Faft on Saturday. | 


The 
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The Council of Elibers. in Spain, is by Binins An-Dom.3os5. 
placed under Pope Marcellus; which Words Labbé leaves 
out of the Title (m) , and juftly ; for if there were m)Lab.p.967.E 
fiuch a Pope, the Council takes no notice of him, nor ri bemtats 
is it likely , that Rome-did know of this. Council till °°" 
many years after. Yet it is both Ancient and Authen- | 
tic, though Mendoza in Labbe (n), reckons up divers (n}Lab.p.1030. 
Catholic Authors, Caranza, Canus, Baronius, Orc. who 
either wholly reje& ic, or deny the 347), 354, 3674, 
and 40th Canons of it, which condemn the Opinions 
now held at Rome: And though Binins (becanfe Pope 
Innocent. approves.it) dare not reject it; yet he publifhes 
Notes. to: make the Reader believe, it doth not con- 
demn any of their Opinions or Practices. 
The 13¢4 Canon {peaks of Virgins, who dedicated 
themfelves to God ; but mentions not their being 
Veiled , or Living in Monafteries; which Cuftoms 
came inlong after, as the Authors cited in the Notes 
fhew (0). ( BAGG 983.D 
The 26t4 Canon calls it an Error, to Faft upon 3) P°"°" 
Saturday: But the Notes are fo bold as to Lan Le 
Error which this Council corrected , was the not Fasting 
on Saturday; whereas even thefe very Notes confefs, 
That the Eaftern Churches, and moft of the Weftern, 
(Rome, and fome few others excepted) together with 
the African Church , did not Faft on Saturday , but 
Wedne(day ; yea, thofe they Call the Apoftolical Ca- 
nons, and Clement’s Confticutions, do both eftablith. 
Wedne(day Faft, and condemn their pretended Apotto- 
lical Churches Saturday Faft; and if divers in Spain. 
(as the Notes fay) in S. Hierom’s and Pope. Innocent’s 
times, did not Faft on Saturday, and others then. 
needed Arguments to fettle them in this Roman pra- 
ice: It may be gathered. from thence, that in the 
time of this Council, the Saturday Fajt was efteemed. 
an Error, as it was alfo.in that Age almoft in | all. 
Chriftian Churches, and fo the very Words of the.) pi. An 
Canon import, which Baronius faw , and therefore (p) sled rns 
only faith, There i mention of the Saturday Faft in this §.49, 
Synod ; 
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“Synod , and {0 pafles it, knowing it plainly contradi@ed 
‘the Roman Churches Tradition. 


The 34h Canon (under pain of Excommunication) 
forbids the lighting Wax Candles in the places where 


(p)Labp.985-E the Martyrs were Buried (q); which agrees with the 


Bin. pag. 201. 
colt. 
(r) Dailé de 
cultu Lat.lib.2. 
chap.15. 
(s) Ladant, 
Inftit.lib.6. 


cap.2. 
Fé a Hieron.ad 
Ripar.ep.5 3. 


(1) Bin.Not. 
in34 & 35 

Can.p.201. 

col,2. 


(w)Lab.p.9 86, 
Bin pag.201. 
col.2. 


Sentiments of the Primitive Church (r). Lattantius 
condemns Lighting Candles in God’s Worthip by day, 
as a Paganith Superftition (s). S. Hierom faith , It was 
ufed in his time only by fuch as did it to humor the 
filly Vulgar, who had a Zeal without Knowledge (tr), 
Yet the ‘Notes confefs this is the Cuftom: of the Ro- 
man Church ; for which only caufe fome of their 
Do&ors reje& this Canon (fince nothing muft be Au- 
thentic, which condemns their Novel Superftitions) 
and thefe Notes make a miferable Blunder to excnfe 
the matter ; but we are not concerned, whether (with 
the Annotator) thefe Candles in the Day-light difturb 
the Spirits of the Living Saints, by fecing an Hea 
thenifh Rice brought into the Church, or (with Bzro- 
nius ) dilpleate the Saints Deceafed, to behold fo Super- 
ftitious a thing vainly devifed for their honour. Since 
it fufficiently appears, the practice is novel and abfird, 
and (though now ufed at Rome) condemned by the 
beit Antiquicy. The Notes alfo give us one extrac 
ordinary diftinction (z), between the Souls of deceafed 
Saints in Heaven, and thofe in Purgatory ;_ which 
Jatter fort, if they had been Saints, one would think 
fhould need no fich dreadful Scouring. 

The 36¢h Canon determines , That Pidfures ought not 
to be in Churches, and that none may Paint upon Walls that 
wich  worlbiped (w): Which fo exprefly condemns 
the Roman Worthip of Pifures and Sages, that the 
boldeft Writers of that Church ‘reje& ‘this Canon ; 
but others (as the Notes fay) would gladly expound 
it fo, as to affert the honour and worfhip due to Holy 
images; (which is a notable‘kind of Expofition; to 
make aCanon affert that, which it confites:) Bur 
fuch tranfparent Fallacies deferve rather derifion, than 
ferious Arguments. Sanders and Turrian obferve, That 
thefe 


GM ches aba a aN, 
i 
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thefe Fatbers forbid not Images, which Chriftians might take i te 
away and hide; but Pittures , which they muft leave wih 
expofed to Pagan abufes. Bue might not this have been 
prevented, by hanging up their Pi@ures in Frames? 
and are not large Images as difficule to be removed 
and concealed as Pi@ures? Yea, doth not the prefent 
Roman Church adore Pictures as well as Images? fo 
that {till this Canon condemns them. Martinex fan- 
cies, Thm Council forbid Painting on the Walls, left the 
Pictures {hould be deformed by the decay of thofe Walls: 
But he forgets , that the Council firft forbids them to 
be any where in the Church ; and were not Walls as 
fubject to decay in the time of the Second Nicene Vina 
Council, jas they are now? And had nor thofe Fa- ae 
thers as great an honour for Pictures, as thefée at Ed. aati} | 
bers? yet the Nicene. Piture-Worthipers, order them aye I ' 
to be painted on Church-Wa'ls. Martinez adds, That a 
as times vary, human Statutes vary; and fo the Second atl 
Council of Nice made a quite contrary Decree. What! 
are Decrees of Councils about Matters of Divine A 
Worthip, only human Statutes? what will become of 0 
the Divine Authoricy and Apoftolical Tradition, pre- 2 
tended for this Worfhip of old at Nice , and now at aa 
Rome , it the Orders againft it and for ic be both 4 
human and mutable Statutes? It is well however, i 
that the Patrons of Image-Worfhip do own, they have 

altered and abrogated a Primitive Canon, for one a 
made Four hundred years after, in timesof Ignorance Se 


and Superftition: and we know, whether of the two. ah 
we ought to prefer. Baroxius is more ingenuous, who ee 
faith (x), Thefe Bifhops at Elliberis chiefly endeavoured , (x) Baron. An.. mm . 


by firitt Penalties, to affright the Faithful from Idolatry; 305.§.45. 
wherefore they made the 34th, 36th and 27h Canons ; 
and by comparing the Fist Canon with the Forty fixth, it 
appears, they dealt more feverely with an Idolater, than an | 
Apofiate. From whence we infer , That-Pictures in. a) 
Churches tend to Idolatry , in:this Councils Opinion. het | 
Albafpineus (whole Notes Labbé here prints (y)): would (y).b42 p998 ° eh 
encrvate this Canon, by faying, Jt forbids mot thé Saints Ha 
PiGures, 


(z) Lab. p.976. 
Bin. pag.t96,C 


(a)Labp.1379. 
Bin.pag. 202.C 


(b). dug. ep.62. 
Tom-H. p.150. 
Vid. Baron. 
An.3 06. 9.406 
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Pictures; but thofe which reprefented God and the Holy 
Trinity. But it is not probale, thefe Primitive Chri- 
{tians were fo ignorant, as to need any prohibition 
about fuch blafphemous Reprefentations of God’s 
Majefty.. And he brings no proof, but his own bare 
Conjecture forthis limitation of the Canon; which 
Fancy (if it were true) would prove, That the Saints 
were not worfhiped or adored in that Age, becaufe 
nothing that was worfhiped and adored, was to be 
painted on the Walls; and if that be meant only of 
God andthe Trinity, then nothing elfe but-God and 
the Trinity was adored in thofe days: Finally, the 
former part of the Canon deftroys this limitation ; by 
excluding Pictures in general out-of Ghurches. . Thefe 
are the various Fallacies by which thefe partial Edi- 
tors, would ~hide the manifeft -Novelry of their 
Churches, Worfhip of Pi@ures, which cannot be de- 
fended by-all thefe ‘Tricks. 

I will only add, Thartthis genuine Ancient Council 
in the Fifty third Canon, Orders, The fame Bifhop who 
Excommunicated a Man, to Abjolve him, and that if 
any other intermedled, He {hould be called to am account ‘for 
it (z); without excepting the Pope, or taking notice of 
Marcellus’s pretended claimof Appeals. 


§. 3. In the Year 306, was a Council at Carthage 
againit the Donatists, which never takes any notice of 
the Pope; yet they put into the ‘Litle of it, Under 
Marcellus (a). But there is a worfe Forgery in the 
Notes, where S.Auguftine is cited, as faying, That 
Cecilian (Bifbop of Carthage) defifed the Cenfures of 
the Donatifts, becaule he was joyned im Communion with 
the Bifhop of the Roman Church , from which all Catbolie 
Communion , was ever wont to be denominated: But this is 
Baroniws his falfe glofs , not S. 4ugustine’s words, who 
only faith, ———becaufe he was united by Communicatory 
Letters, both to the Roman Charch, wherein the Principa- 
lity of the Catholic Church bad always flourifhed , and to 
other Lands from whence the Gofpel came to Atrica(b). 
Now 
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Now there is great difference between a Mans being 
a Catholic, becaufe he was in Communion with Rome 
( then Orthodox) and with other Churches; and his 
Feing a Catholic meerly for being in Communion 
with the Roman Bifhop , which is the modern and 
falfe notion of the word Catholic, among Papifts, in our 
days: But Binius was fo convinced, that S. Augu/tine’s 
words confuted Baronius’s Paraphrafe, that he cun- 
ningly leaves them out, to make this commodious 
Senie of them go better down with carelefs Read- 
ers. 


§.4. The next Pope Exfebivs, was fo obfcure, (as 
the Notes on his Life declare) that no Writer men- 
tions any thing of him that is memorable (c) ; and it 
is probable, there never was fuch a Pope: Yet the 
Pontifical faith, he Cro was found in his time, upon 
the 526 of the Nones of May, which is the very Day 
on which the Roman Church now celebrates The 
Invention of the Crof: And the Third Decretal Epiftle 
of this Pope, was devifed on purpofe to fupport this 
Story; yet both Baronins and Binius reject it for a 
Fable , even while their Church ftill obferves that 
Holy-day. There are Three Epiftles forged for this 
Name of a Pope, all which Labbé owns to be fpu- 


rious (d); and I need not {pend much time to prove (d)Zabp.1 381. 


it, fince they cite che Vulgar Latin Verfion, and are 
moftly ftollen out of Modern Authors, (as Labbe?s 
Margen fhews) having only one Conful’s Name for 
their Dates, becaufe no other was named in the Poz- 
tifical. Befides, the firft Epiftle ufes the Phrafe, Pro 
Jalvatione fervorum Dei, which is not the Latin of that 
Age; and talks of Rigogous Tortures ufed among Chri- 
{tians, to make Witnefles: confefs Truth. The fecond 
Epiftle repeats the foolifh Argument, of Chrift’s whip- 
ping the Buyers and Sellers (many of which were Lay- 
men) cut of the Temple, to prove, that God alone muft 
judge Prieffs; and out of a much later Roman Council, 
(fufpeéted alfo of Forgery ) fpeaks of rhe Peoples not 
ee 


judging 


(c)Lab.p.1 380, 
Bit. pag.203. 
col.1. 


Bin, pag.2030 
col.1. 


& de Confirm. 


(f)Lab.p.1 394. 


(h)Lad.p.3. 400. 
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judging their Bifhop, unlef he err in Matters of Fazh—— : 


3 
and difcourfes of Ediéts of Kings , forbidding to try 
an ejected Bifhop, till he be reftored to his place. -The 
third Epiftle hath the Fable of the Invention of the 
Cros, and all other Marks of Forgery on it 3 yet 
Bellarmine cites it to prove, the Pope's Succeffion to S. Pe- 
ter, mm his Univer{al Monarchy; and to make out Con- 
jirmation to be a Sacrament Ce). So little do tho 
Writers value the credit of any Evidence, if it do 


but make for their Churches Authority, or fupport its 
Doétrines. 


§ 5. The Seven years Vacancy being now expired, 
Melchiades was chofen Pope, and Sat Three years and 
Seven Months, according to the Pontifical (f) ; and 
though the Ecclefiaftical Tables (as they call them) 
generally follow this Author; yet Baronius here by 
them corrects the Pontifical, and allows Melchiades only 
Two Years and Two Months: But all this js Conje- 
cure, for he’ grants the Confals in the Pontifical are fo 
falfe, that they cannot be reconciled to Truth (¢); 
whence it follows, That the Decretal Epiftle afcribed 
to this Pope, whofe Matter is taken from the Pontifical, 
and whofe Date is by thofe who were not Confuls till 
after Melchiades’s Death (b ), mutt be falfe alfo: Yer 
the Notes defend this Forged Epiltle, and Bellarmine 
cites it for the Supremacy, and for Confirmations 
being a Sacrament(s), whereas the beginning of it is 
{tollen out of Celestine’s Epiftle to the French (hk) ; it 
‘quotes the Vulgar Tranflation, and cites an Apotto- 
lical Priviledge granted to Rome, for the {ole right of 
Trying Bithops; to juftifie which, The Notes cite the 
734 and 74h Apottolical Capons; but thofe Canons, 
order Bifhops to judge an offending Bifhop, and make 
the laft appeal to a Synod, without taking any notice 
of Rome, or of this pretended Priviledge. “ Again , 
this Feigned Epiftle impudently makes Confirmation 
more venerable than Baptifm; and the Notes defend 
that bold Expreffion: But we cannot but wonder, 


(fince 


er 
28) So 
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(fince they aflert, That Bifhops by Gods Law have the ole 
power of Confirming ;) the fame Men fhould grant,That 

the Pope can give a Priest leave to Confirm,Which yet (they | 
fay) changes not the Divine Right of Bifhops (1); That is are Aes 
in plain terms, One mans fole Right may be delegated Fo '"P?1? 
to another, by a Third perfon, without any injury to —— 

him who had the fole Right. 

After this follows a Council at Rome under Afe/- 

ehiades ,-wherein the Pope, by delegation from the 

Emperor, is joyned in Commiffion with Three French 

Bifhops, (who are called his Collegues ) to hear the 

Donatifts complaint againft Cecilien Bifhop of. Car- | 
bage(m), and Conftantine not only received the Do- Siete ag hak 
natyis firft Appeal, and delegated this Caufe to Mel. —")"P*87** 


col,1. 


chiades and his Fellow Commiffioners; but upon a fi / ie 
fecond Complaint, ordered this Matter to be heard Oe 
over again in a French Council, which the Pope in } a 


Council had determined. Now this fo clearly fhews, 
that the Pope was not Supreme Judge in thofe days, 
that Baronivs and Binius are hard put to it, to Blunder 
this Inftance: The Notes fay , ConfPantine was yet raw 
ia the Faith; and yet they fay alfo, He knew by God's 
Law, nothing was tobe done without the chief Bifhop. But ) 
they are forced to prove this by a falfe Tranflation of : 
Conftantine’s Epiftle to Melchiades (n) , the words of (n)Lebp.1 407. : 
which in Greek are, T@ oCacuarite vous beusrfey , B/r-pag-212. 

which in their Verfion is, As the moft holy Law of God °!* a 
requires; but Valefius’s ‘Tranflation (which Labbé gives Led 


us) is, As ws agreeable tothe most Venerable Law; That is, ah 

e ; | } a 
(as all men know) to the Imperial Laws: So that 8 
Conjtantine only fays, He had ordered the Accufers and we 


Accufed, all to appear at Rome before thefe delegated an | 

Judges , as the Venerable Laws ( which order both || 

Parties to be prefent when a Caufé is tryed) do re- 

quire; and by the help of a falfe Tranflation this 

occafion is made ufe of, to make the Credulous | 

believe, That God's Law required all Caufes A be Va 

tryed at Rome: Whereas it is apparent by this Inftance, I 

That a Caufe once Tryed there before the Pope, ith 
| might Pe 


ie) 


(0) Lab.p.1 4.3 0. 
Bin. pag.213. 


(p) Baron. 
Ane3 1 4,§.3 8, 
39° 


An.Dom. 31 4. 


(q) Baron. 


An.306§.14. entred on the Empire: And from the Year 306 (4) 
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might be tryed over again in France, if the Emperor 
pleafed. 

The two following Epiftles of Conftautine out of 
Pithews his Manufcript (0), are very fufpicious ; the 
firft {peaks more magnificently of Chrift than one 
who(as they fay) was fo raw in the Faith was like to do: 
And in it Conjtantine is made to decline Fudging ix 
Bifhops €aufes; which is a proteftation againft his own 
Act, and a contradiction to the fecond Epiftle, wherein 
He declares, that this Epifcopal Caufe fhall be tryed before 
himfelf : Nor is this firft Epiftle Recorded in Eufebins, 
or agreeable to Con/fantine’s Style ; fo that we fappofe, 
that was devifed by fuch as defigned to perfuade 
Princes, That Bifhops were above them: For which 
purpofe Baronius here cites a Law of this Emperor to 
Ablavius (p), Giving men leave to choofe Bifhops for their 
Fudges, and not-allowing them-after that to appeal to Se- 
cular’ Courts; becaufe they had been heard by “Fudges of 
their own choofing : But Baronius perverts this, to figuifie, 
That Bifhops were above Secular Judges by their 
ordinary Jurifdiction, whereas they were not fo in any 
Caute of this kind, but only when they were extra- 
ordinarily chofen Arbitrators ; and fo Sozomen expounds 
this Law. 


§.6. We are now arrived at the time of Pope Sy/- 
vefter , who living about the time when Con/tantine 
publickly profefled Chriftianity, and being Pope when 
the Nicene Council was called ; vet no Author of 
Credit, records his being much concerned in thefe 
grand Revolutions: Upon which the Annaliit, and 
our Editors rake into. all kind of Porgeries, and de- 
vife moft improbable Stories, to fet off Pope SylvefFer 
as very confiderable ; but we fhall look into the Ori- 
ginal of the Emperor's becoming a Chriftian, which 
will difcover all their Fallacies. 

Con/tantine was born of Chriftian Parents,and brought 
up under them, and was Thirty years old when he 


c 
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He profeffed openly he was a Chriftian, Making Laws 
to encourage Converts, and to’ fupprefs Paganifm 
throughout his Empire, Building and Endowing 
Churches, and granting great Immunities to the 
Clergy; yetall this while He took no notice of Mar- 
cellus, Eufebins, or Melchiades, §. Peter's Succeffors, and 
pretended Monarchs of the Church. After Seven 
years having Vanquithed Maxentius at Rome, they fay, 


He gave to the Pope his Palace of the Lateran (1) : (r)Lab.p.1 394. 
The Notes cite Optatus for this; but he only faith, 4 Biv. pag.209. 


Council of Nineteen Bifhops met in the Lateran; but it 
doth not follow from thence, that Con/fantine had 
then given the Pope this fair Palace. Again , Baronius 


(without any-ancient Author for it) faith, Tat Con- 


fiantive gave S.Peter thanks for bis Vittory over Maxen- 
tius; yet at the fame time he affirms, He was yet a 
Pagan, and durfr not by his Ais declare himfelf a Chri- 
ftian (8). Very ftrange ! Were not Building Churches, 
fetling Chriftianicy by a Law, giving his Palace to the 
Pope, and.(as they fay) Fixing the Trophy of the Crofs 


in the midft of Rome (¢), Aé&s fufiicient to declare him (t) Bin. p. 208 


a Chriftian? No, He muft be a Pagan Eleven years 
after this, and a Perfecutor; yea, in the year 224-He 
was io meer a Heathen as to know-nothing of the 
Chriftian Rites, but what an Egyptian taught him 
After he had openly profeffed this Religion Eighteen 
yeais, ‘He had forgot it all, and turned fo great a Ty- 
rant, that Pope Sylvefter (who had no great mind to 
be a Martyr) ran away into-the Mount. Soraée, or 
was banifhed thither: But Conjfantine , after He had 
been Ten years Pope,never had heard of him,till being 
{truck with a Leprofie (mentioned in no Authentic 
Writer) two gloiious Perfons, whofe Faces he knew 
not, appeared to the Emperor., and ordered him to 
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col. 1. 


Baron. An.3 12. 


§.82,8 §.8 5. 


(s) Baron. 
An.312.§.58, 


& §.62. 


col.2. 


fend for Pope Sylvefter to cure him; who (when He : 


was come) firft fhewed Conjtantine thefe two. glorious 


Perfons were S.Pererand S.Pau/, and then Cured him ae 


made him a Chriftian, and Baptized him.’ Which 
idle and felf-contradicting Romance. is magnified by 
Baro- 


(a) Baron. An. 
3 16.§.5.9, & 
62,63. 


(w)Lab.p.1 416. 


Bin. pag.217. 
col.1. 


(x) Baron.An- 
nal.311.§.5 9, 
& An. 315. 
§.¥o,11, & 12, 
& An. 324. 
§.41. 
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Baronius’s and Binius’s Notes ; but we will now confute 
it as briefly as we can. 


§. 7. Firft, This whole Story is devifed, to exalt the 
Glory of the Roman Church ; to make Men believe 
the Pope could work Miracles, and that the firft Chri. 
{tian Emperor was Baptized at Rome: But then it cafts 
fuch a blot upon Constantine's Memory, and feigns fuch 
odious and incredible things of him, as no wife Man 
can believe concerning a Prince, who S.Auguftine faith, 
was a Chriftian Eight years before this (#). And 
whoever reads in Baronius, the Hiitory of the firft Ten 
years of Sylvefter, from dz. 314, till ‘An, 324, and ob- 
ferves what glorious Things he faith of Peace 
Religious Laws, his Picty to God , his Zeal for Chri- 
ftianity, his Refpe& to Confeffors, and his Bounty to 
Bithops ; his taking part with the Catholics againtt 
Heretics and Schifmatics: He can never believe this 
{candalous Story of fo excellent a Prince. But in all 
this Period of ‘Time, Baronius him{elf cannot find one 
Evidence , That ever ConSanitine had any correfpon- 
dence with Sylveffer, and therefore Chriftianity 
was fetled in the Empire without the Pope’s help : To 
cover which great Truth, fome dull (but zealous Monk) 
long fince invented this Sham Story, to fave the Credit 
of Rome; and the Annalift and thefe Notes ftrive to 
defend ic. 

Secondly, This Fable chiefly relies on the Credit of 
the Pontifical,do often proved falfe) and upon the repute 
of Sylvefter’s Adts: But the Annotator at firft ominoufly 
Charges them both with Falthood (~) ; the former 
miftakes the Time of the Vacancy, and the latter (he 
faith) is wrong in making Melchiades ordain Sylvefter a 
Prieft, he being Ordained by Marcellinus long before. 
Baronius allo conteffeth , That thefe Ags of Sylvefter 
are fo falfe in many particulars, that it fhakes the Credit of 
the whole (x). But it is very ftrange, after he (who is 


fo concerned for their Reptitation ) had found fo many 


Flaws in them , he fhould juftifie them even where 
they 
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they contradi& all the Hiftorians of the Age; which 
can fpring from nothing but a Refolution to maintain 
every thing which made for the Credit of the Roman 

Thirdly, The Notes fay not only the Acts of Sy/- 
wefter, but Zofimus and Sozomen do both atteft this 
Story: Now firlt, Zofimus was a Pagan, and Baronius 
and Binius confefs, He tells many Malicious Lies of 
Conftantine, for fuppreffing the Heathen Religion; and 
though they confute the reft of his Calumnies, they 
defend his Relation of Conftantine’s Baptifm,as lounding 
fomething like thofe forged A&ts(y); and though his 
Account of it reflect as much upon Conftantine, as is 
poflible; yet the Annalift and Annotator labour to 
prove this Spightful Heathen to be a truer Hiftorian, 
than Sozomen, Socrates, or Eufebius, whom they repre- 
fent as Lyars andFlatterers, not to be believed againft 
Zofimus. Yet there is a mighty difference between 
this Pagan’s Hiftory of the Baptifm of Constantine, and 
that in Sylvefter’s A&s: Zofimus faith, It was a Spaniard, 
named e£gyptius , lately by the Court Ladies brought 
acquainted with Con/tantine, who advifed him to be 
Baptized ; and this the Notes fay was Hofius; yet it is 
plain, Hofiws wasConftantine’s Intimate Friend, and his 


Legate into Egypt Twelve years before(z). Befides, (x) Baron An, 


Zofimus doth not name Sylveffer, and only defigned by 
his Relation to blacken Constantine, and reprefent 
Chriftianity as a Sanctuary for Villanies, which could 
not be expiated among the Pagans: But the Acts dif- 
courfe of a Perfecution, and a Leprofie , and make 
Peter and Paul the Advifers of Conttantine’s Baptilm ; 
and their bufinefs is only to fet up Sylvefter’s Name. 
And the Stories (like all Falfhoods) do not hang toge- 
ther: As for Soxomen , he isno Evidence for Sylvefer's 
A&s, nor doth he once name that Pope in the place 
cited (a). 


(y) Baron.An, 
3249.17 


312.§.95. 


He only confutes the {candalous Stories , (a) Sozom. hitt, 


vnich Z fimus had falfly told of Conftantine, fhewing lib.t.cap.s. 


aprobable it is, that this Emperor (after he had 
gned nigh Twenty years) fhould need a New 
Con- 
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Converfion ; and how unlikely it muft be, that the 
Pagans would not have found out fome Rites to ex. 
piate him, that fo they might fecure him in theiz 
Religion: So that he is a Witnef, That thefe Reports 
of Conffantine were falfe, and invented by Malicious 
Heathens,and fo far as Zofimus and Sylvefter’s Acts agree, 
he confutes them both; and fince he lived within an 
Hundred years after thistime , while fome alive might 
poflibly remember thefe Paflages; His early denial of 
thefe Fi@ions is better Evidence again{ft them, than 
Baronius and Binius’s Teftimony for them, after Thir- 
teen hundred years; to ferve a Turn, and do Honour 
to that Church they refolve to Mignifie. 

Fourthly, The Notes {peak of Sylvefter’s Returning 
to Rome in great glory; which is not mentioned in 
Zofimus nor Soxomen, and only relies on the Credit of 

(b)Labp.1419. thefe Acts (5): Which have no Evidence to Atteft 

Bin. pag217. them, but Pope Adrian, who perhaps forged them ; or 
however, firft produced thefe Ads in the Second Ni- 
cene Council, Four hundred and Fifty years after S)/- 
vefters time, to prove. the ufe of Images in Conftan- 
tine’sDays. But the very Adts declare, That Conffan- 
time (who had Built and. Adorned fo many Churches, 
and if Images or Pictures had then been ufed, mutt 
‘have feen the Faces of S. Peter and S. Faul)- did noc 
know the. Faces of thefe two great Apoftles , till Sy/- 
vefter thewed them. their Images... Whence we infer, 
That the Acts are no good Proof for Images, if they 
were Authentic; and their being firft cited in an 
Ignorant Council , made up of Forgeries and Falie 
Stories, gives us good Reafon to believe them Spu- 
rious. 


§.8. The Annotator in the next place afferts con- 

(c)Lab.p.14.17, fidently, That Confiantine was Baptized at. Rome by 
Bin, pag.ai7z, Sylvefter, Anno 324.(c): But his Proofs. are very weak, 
col.2. wiz. Firft, He cites a Roman:Council for this, held 
the fame year: But the Style of that Council is {0 bar- 

barous, the Sentences fo incoherent, and the Matter of 

Fact 
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Fac fo falfe, that Labbé owns it is a Forgery, and Binius 
confeffes it is fufpicious (d); fo that this can he no evi- (a)zab.p.15 44. 
dence: Nor Secondly, <Anaftafius Bibliothecarius , who Bin. pag. 256. 
lived Five hundred and Fifty years after this time, and 
-was a meer Sycophant of the Popes, to fet up whofe 
Supremacy (then newly hatched) he ftuck at nothing, 
and that {poils his Credit. Thirdly , Zofimus is a ma- 
licious Lying Writer, as to Conjtantine ; and though he 
do fay, Conftantine was Baptized at Rome, he doth not 
affirm, that Sy/veer Baptized him: Fourthly, Sozomen 
only relates Zofimus his Story to confute it; fo that not 
one of his Witneffes do prove the matter: Yet thefe 
Authors with a weak Conjecture, That Conftantine 
could rot have been prefent in the Nicene Council, if he 
had not been Baptized before ( which we will pre- 
{ently confute) is all the Evidence that Baronius and 
thefe Notes can give for this incredible Story: But on 
the other fide, there are many clear Proofs, that he was 
baptized at Nicomedia, a little before his death. 
Firft, Eufebius (who lived at that time, and knew 
Cor Stantine very well, and wric his Hiftory foon after) 
doth affirm this: And if ic had been Falfe, many then 
alive who could remember it, would doubtlefs have 
expofed him for fo manifeft a Fi@ion. The Notes fay 
he Forged this Srory in favour of Conffantius ; but he 
muft be very Ridiculous, if he would be obliged by a 
Story of his Father , which many hundreds as well as 4 
himielf, muft have then known to be a Falfhood ; Wi 
And Ex/ebius mult be as filly as he was knavith, to 
invent a Fable fo eafy to be difproved by living Wit- 
neffes: But the Notes wrong Eufebius, when they fay, 4e 
reportsthat Conftantine died Impious and alienated from the 
Catholic Church; For Eufebius faith he made a moft Chrifti- 
anand Pious end: However Exfebius by this Tefltimony 
brings upon himfelf,all the Rage and Spite of Baronius and 
our Annotator, who upon all occafions Blaft this Holy : Wi 
and Learned Writer, to whofe pains they and all the hip | 
Chriftian World are infinitely beholding ; and: though al 
while Eufebius’s Hittory continues, it be almoft the only i 
K true 
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true Record ufed by Baronins in compiling his Annals ; 
yet he and Binias'in every Page almolt do revile him 
as an Arian and a Writer of Lies: But there is fo 
much Malice,and fo little probability in the Accufation, 
that their own Writers and ours alfo.do vindicate Ey 
(e(Hélefij prac [ebins trom thefe Slanders (e), and we could eafily con- 
ad edit. Eujeb, fute thefe Calumnies, but only thatin this Relation he 
Dr.Cave lifeof is fo certainly in the Right, that we need not confider 
Eufeb. pag.31. his Opinion in other things, but will thew as to this 
particular he is fupported by the beft Evidence imagin- 

able. For 
secondly, Theodiret alfo faith, that ConfPantine was 
(f ) Theodorct, Baptized a little before his Death at Nicorzedia (Ff); and 
hiftlibst.cap.32 though that Eu/ebius, who was Bifhop of that City, was 
an Arian, yet he diflembled his Herefie while Con/tantine 
lived, and the Eniperor had reftored Athanafius, con- 
trary to this Bifhop’s mind ; wherefore though he was. 
forced to make ufe of an Arian Bifhop to Baptize him, 
being taken ill in that City, yet it will not follow that 
ConStantine died an Arian: Moreover that Conftantine 
was Baptized at Niccomedia, is atrefted alfo by Socra- 
(g) Secrat, hist, 7S (g) and Sozomen (h ); and alfo by the Chronicles of 
lib. 1. cap. 26, Yidore and S. Hierom (i), and by S. Ambrofe in his: Fu. 
(h) Sozomlib.2z, neral Oration for Theodofius ; Yea, Athanafius and a 
cap. 32. whole Synod at <Ariminum, do cxprefly declare, that 
(i) Barc. An. Con Stantine was Baptized a little before his Death; that is, 
ne: fee Ehirteen years after this pretended Baptifm at Rome (k), 
Synod.pag.243. Which laft Teltimony Barowius and the Notes prefume 
Epiftol.Synod. to corrupt, and contrary to all the beft Copies, aid the 
rim ap. — neceflary Senfe of the place, put Conf-ans his Name 
Sorrat. ae ns into the Text inftead of Conftantime : So that in fine. 
aR x ~ the only Queftion is now,Whether we will believe thefe 
cap. 19, two Modern partial Writers, with thofé moft Fabulous 
(but as they call them zoft approved) Acts of Sylvefter, 
firft cited by Pope Adrian 450 years after: Or we 
will believe the concurrent Witnefs of all the Ancient 
and Eminent Writers of that and the next «Ages; 
to whom, if we give Credit, then Conftanjtine’s Baptifa 
at Rome by Sylveftery is a meer Forgery . devifed for 
the 
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the glory of the Roman Church, and for that only | 


reafon fo eagerly defended by this Annotator and the ay 

Annalift. if Hh F : 

t o 2 sae e i f iI P 5 

§.9. Together with this Fable we muft alfo reject a 
the Fiion of Conffantine’s Leproly, which was invent- ‘ ; if 
ed only that Sylvefter might curs ic (2); and therefore (1)r0d.p.r4r9, vai 


y 
the Notes prove it very flenderly, viz. Firlt, By thofe Bim. pag. 218. lt \ i 
Aé&ts of Sylveffer, in which they confefs there arecl?. ae 
many Errors (m) : Secondly,By 2 Roman Council, which (™) #4. ibid. 
is as manifeft a Forgery as the Acts themfelves : Third- nies t niga: 
ly , By a Metaphorical expreflion of Gregoriws Tu- Roan 
ronenfis, a credulous Writer, who lived 300 years after 
this, and yet even he doth not exprefly affirm it. Fourth- 
ly, But the Annotator tells us the Gentile Hiftorians do 
confirm this, though he names but one, viz. Michael. 
Glycas, who unlucklily proves a Chriftian Monk, living 
in Sicily, Anno 1120, about 800 years after this time, : 
and long after Adrian and his Nicene Council had dil- nn 
perfed Sylvefter’s A&ts,out of which Glycas took this Fable at 
upon Truft: So that at laft heonly proves the Acts, by the 
A@sthemfelves and by Pope Adrian; and that is all the 
Authority he hath for this feigned Leprofy,which Difeafe i 
no Writer (of Credit and Antiquity) faith Con/tantine, ! 
ever had; no not that Malicious Zofimus, who raked 
up all the Odious things againit this Emperor he could 
devife; and if ever he had been ftruck by Heaven with : 
Leproly, no doubt he would have Blazed it abroad 
with great Pleafure. 


§.10.Lhe Book of Con/tantine’s Munificence, is ground- hie 
ed on the Fable of his Baptifm, and feems to be Forg- mt 
ed by the fame Hand with S)/ve/fer’s Aéts : So that we 
ought alfo to rejecit as a Fiction; Anajtafius, who put 
it out, was the Pope’s Library-keeper; and whether he wa} 
made it, or found it in the Vatican, that Shop of Lies (as Wh) 
Richerius calls it) the Credit of it is invalidated, by rea- Hy 
fon, no Author of Repute or Antiquity, mentions any 
of thefe Gifts: It fays blafphemoufly, Constantine gave a 

K 2 Saviour Ee 
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(n)Labp.1420. Saviour fitting five foot bigh Vo it calls a dead Image (x);) 


Bin. Not.pag. 
219. col. 1. 


But if this were true, why did not 4drian cite this in 
his Nicene Council? Or why did this Emperor’s Sifter 
write to Eufebius Difhop of Ce/area for an Image of Chrift, 
when Sylveffer could more eafily have furnifhed her?and 
by the way, the Notes fraudulently mention this Mef 


fo) Not. ¥.Bin. fage (0), but do not relate how feverely Eufebius re- 


pag. 219. 
coh, 2. & 
Lab, p. 1421. 


(p) Baron, An. 


proved that Lady for fecking after a vifible Image of 
Chrift: The Annotator alfo cites Paulinus to prove this 
Book of Munificence; but he writ near 190 years after; 
and though he {peak of a fine Church of S. Peter in 
Rome; yet he faith not that Con/fantine either founded or 
adorned it: Baronius attempts to prove this Book by. 
mear Conjectures, by the Forged Aéts, and by Nice- 
phorus, a late Author, whom he often taxes for Fi- 
ctions (p) ; but he can produce no ancient or emi- 


324.§.72.8 75» nent Author for it: And yet it is certain,if Confantine, 


(q) Baron. An. 


324.§. 107. 


(r) Idem, An. 
424.§. 114. 


An.Dom. 314. 


had given fo many and fo great gifts to the Head City 
of the World, fome of the moft Famous Writers would 
have Recorded it: Befides, the Cardinal himfelf rejects 
both the idle Story of S. Agnes Temple, (attefted by a Fi- 
ction afcribed to S.Ambrofe) told in this very Book (9); 
and the apparent Falfhood of Con/tasrines. now bury- 
ing his Mother in one of thefe Churches, who wasa- 
live long after (7) : So that by his own. Confeffion there. 
are divers. Falfhoods in this Book; and he had been 
more Ingenuous if he had owned the whole to be 
(as it really is ) a Forgery. 


§.11. The Editors now go back to the Councit of 


(s)Lab.p.1425. Arles, held (as they fay) Anno 314. (s): And it troubles 
Bin. pag. 220. them much, to ward off the Blows which it gives to 


col, I. 


their beloyed Supremacy : For it was appointed by the 
Emperor, upon an Appeal made to him by the Dona- 
tits, to judge a caufe over again, which had been 
judged before by Adelchiades and his Roman Council ; 
(the Pope in Council it feems, being not then taken to 
be Infallible : ) "Tis true,in the Title,which thefe Editors 
give us, this Council direéts their Canons, Jo their Lord 


and 
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and moft Holy Brother Sylvefter the Bifbop, and fay, they 
had {ent them to him, that all might know (the Pope not 
excepted) what they were ta cbferve: So that though in 
Refpe@ they call him Lord, yet they Stile him alfo a 
Brother,and expeé& his obedience to their Decrees; nor 
do they (as the Notes pretend,) defire him to confirm 


thefe Canons (+); But only require rhe Pope who held the (t)tab.p.143 


larger Diocefs, that he would openly acquaint all with Bi. pag. 223. 
them, as their Letter {peaks: That is, as he was a Me- ol. 2 
tropolitan, to give notice of thefe Canons to all his Pro- 

vince, which was then called a Diocefs; and Baronius 

is forced to point the Sentence falfly to make it found, 

toward his. beloved Supremacy (x). 
Canon, Pope Sylvetter is ordered by this Council to give 314.9, 68. 
notice to all, of the Day on which Eafter was to be ob- 

ferved: That is, he was to write to all his Neighbouring 

Bifhors under his Jurifdic@ion about it, not as the Notes 

fay (2); That be was to determine the day, and by vertue (w)Lab.p.1 43 4. 
of his Office to write to all the Bifhops of the Chriftian aot aoe 
World to obferve it : The Council had ordered the ggron Angra, 
Day, and command the Pope to give notice to all about §. ss. | 
him to keep it: And in the Famous Nicene Council , 

The Bifhop of Alexandria (living where Aftronomy was 

well underftood) 24s appointed firft to fettle, and then to 

certify the day of Easter ; yet none willinifer trom hence, 

that he wasthe Head of the Catholic Church, becaufe 

he had this Duty impofed on him, which as yet, is 

more than the Council of Arles did put upon the Bifhop 

of Rome. Again, the Notes are very angry atthe Bm- 

peror, for receiving the Denati/?s appeal from the Pope 

and his Council, which they fay Conjtantine owned to 

be an unjuft and impious thing («) ; but they prove this (x) Not in 
only by a forged Epiftle mentioned but now, § 5.. But Concil ares. 
it is certain Constantine, (though.a Catechumen, which ar Fae ro i 
they pretended was impoffible at. Nice) was prefent in’ ~ 

this Council, and fo he muft a& againft his Confcience , 

if he had thought it unjuft, and impious to judge in Ec- 

clefiaftical Caufes : And in this Emperor's Letter to 46- , 

lavius,he faith ; God had committed all Earthly things to bis. 

or dering 


So in the Firft (u) Baron An. 
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‘ordering ; and in that to Celfws he promifes #0. come into 
Africa, to enquire and judge of things done both by the Peo- 
ple and the Clergy (y). And indeed Conftantine , by all 
his practice fufhciently declared, he thought it lawful 
enough for him to judge in Ecclefiaftical matters. Fi- 
nally, the Notes fay the Bifhops met in this Council, 
«)Labp.1423 at the Emperor’s requeft (x); Now that fhews it was 
Bin, pag, 222. not at the Pope's requeft,; but indeed Con4antine’s Let- 
col. 2. ter to Chreftus, exprefly Commands the Bifhops to meer ; 
The Notes alfo out of Balduinus or Optatus, (or rather 
from an ob{cure Fragment cited by him) fay, SyWef. 
ter was Prefident of this Council; Barenins addeth of his 
(a) Baron. Ann, OWN head-———-namely by bis Legates (a), which guels 
314.§.51.  Binius puts down for a certain truth: But it is ridicu- 
lous to fancy that a pair of Priefts,and as many Deacons 
in that Age, fhould fir above che Emperor, when 
himfelf was prefent in that Council; So that though 
we allow the Pope’s Meflengers to have been at this 
Council, there is no proof that they prefided in ic: 
We fhall only add, that inftead of Arians in the Fighth 
Canon, we mult Read Africans: or ells we muft not 
fix this Council fo early as 4x. 314, at which time the 
«drians were not known by. that name. 


(y) Barox.Ann. 
316. §. 62. 


§. 12. In the fame year is placed the Council of 4y- 

cyra, which the Editors do not (as -ufually) fay was 
(b)Laby.14g5, Hder Sylvefter, but only ix bis time (b)3 and. ie is well 
Bin. pag. 225, they are fo medeft; for doubtlefs he had no Hand in it; 
the Notes confels that it ws called by the Authority 0 
(c)Lab.p.1493. Vitalis Bifhop of Antioch (c): Balfamon and Zonaras fay 
Bin. pag. 232. Vitalis of Antioch, Agricolaus of Cziarea, and Bafil 
iB Boveride, Of Amalea, were the Prefidents of wu (qd). Yet not only 
moore Leothe Fourth, but the famous Council cf Nice, approy- 
pag.375. . @d of this Synod called and carried on wichout the 
Pope’s knowledge or leave: There is but one Canon 

in this Council which contradicts the Roman pra@ice, 

viz. The Ninth, which allows Deacons to Marry and 

continue in their Office, if they declared at their Ordination 

that they could not live Single: ‘This Canon. therefore. 

Baronins 
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The former faith, We may by this Canon fee how firmly 
Ministers fingle Life was afferted, net only in the whole Ca- 
tholick Church but in the Eaft (e). Now itis very ftrange, 
that a private Canon of a Provincial Council, which 
allows one Order of Minifters to Marry, fhould thew 
it was the Opinion of the whole Church,that none might 
Marry: The latter in his Notes afhrms. That, 142s among 
other Canons [olidly proves, that not only Priefts, but Deacons 
(by the Apoffolical Law) were bound to Live without 
Wives (F): But the Apoftles certainly allowed Deacons 
to have Wives; and this Canon was made on purpofe, 
that they might live with their Wives, if they pleafed : 
The Notes proceed to fay, That Deacons ordained again §t 
their Will, and pr.tefting they could not. contain, were by thefe 
Fathers permitted to Marry after their Ordination, provi- 
ded they left off all Sacred Adminiftrations,and did not Corm- 
municate among the Priefts in the Chancel, bat among tbe 
People: Which is an impudent falfifcation:; “There be- 
ing no word of being Ordained unwillingly ; nor any 
reafon why they fhould be Ordained, who were to be 
reduced prefently to Lay-communion: Yea, the Words 
of the Canon are exprefs, that if they did Marry, they 
fhould continue in their Miniftration (g); So that thete 
Editors make no Confcience, to make thefe ancient Re- 
cords to contradic& themfelves, rather then let them 
fem to oppofé their Churches prefent pra@ice: For 
which vile purpofe there is another trick in the Notes 
on this Council; For whereas the Eighteenth Canon 
foeaks of Lay-perfons which Vowed fingle Life, (as 
many had done in times of Periecution) and afterwards 
broke their Vow, that thefe were to be counted Biga- 
mifts ; The Notes (4) on this Canon, put thefe Words 
of the Thirteenth Canon, Thofe who are of the Clergy, KC. 
Before their ob{fe:vation on the Eighteenth Canon, on 
purpofe to make the Reader think the Clergy in thofe 
days, Vowed fingle Life as they do now at. Rome. 


y he 


Baronius and Binias ftrive to corrupt with falfe Gloffes : - 


(ce) Baron. Ann. 


314.5. 88. 


(f) Lab.p.1478. 


Bin. pag. 223, 
col. 2. 


(2) Tayicaye 


Tes Esme eV 


TH UTmEpnoics. 
Vid. Bever. nots 
TomIL p.175- 


(h) Biz. p. 23 qe 
col. 2. 


aos sakes cn F F See re 
: eden 0.85 FS oe 
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(i) Lab.p.1 479. 
Bin. pag.23 3. 


(k)Lab.p.1 489. 
Bin, pag.236. 
col.2. 


(1) Vid. Beves 
ridg. Not. in 

Concil. Nicer. 
Tom.II.p.1 80. 


(m) Vid.Baron. 


An.324.§.49. 
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6.13. The Council of Neocefarea (according to 
thefe Editors) was under Sylveiter (2), who is not ence 
named in it, nor doth it appear he knew of it: They 
might alfo have left out Leo the Fourth’s approving it 
Five hundred years after, becaufe the Notes fay, The 
Council of Nice allowed it , which is much more for its 
Credit (k). The fame Notes fay, The firjt Canon orders 
the fame thing, which was. decreed in the Thirty third Canon 
at Elliberis, and the Ninth at Ancyra: And if fo, that is 
not, (as they falfly glofs the Canon of Ancyra) That 
the Clergy fhould live Single, or be-reduced to Lay-Commu- 
nion: For in that Canon fome of the Clergy are 
allowed to Marry, and to continue to minifter as 
Clergy-men ftill And the true Senfe of this Neo- 
cefarean Canon is, That whereas in times of Perfe- 
cution, when Marriage was inconvenient, many Priefts 
promifed to live Single: Now thefe only were not 
allowed to Marry afterward (/); but when the Church 
had Peace, the Niceze Council lett all Clergy-men fie, 
to Marry or not, as they pleafed ; which fhews, That 
when the Reafon of this Canon ceafed, they believed 
its Obligation did fo alfo. The Fifth Canon forbids a 
Catechumen, who falls into Sin, to enter into the Church: 
By which the Notes fay, That Barowius had fharply 
cenfured Eufebius(m): But it is plain, that Baronias 
fhews more Malice than Wit in that Cenfure: Eu/ebsus 
only relaces Matter of Fact, That ConjPantine was pre- 
fent in the Nicene Council, and he (with allancient 
Authors) agrees, That Con/Fantine was yet a Catechu- 
men; where thenis the Crime? Do not Baronius and 
Binius both agree, that Con/tantine was prefent in the 
Council of Arles, Ten years before his pretended Bap- 
tifm at Rome? ‘And if it be faid, Thes Canon forbid it : 
I ask, Whether it be probable , that an Emperor (who, as 
Baronius faith, was Solutus Legibus, Above the Civil Law) 
Should be proceeded againft by a Canon of a {mall Provincial 
Council? Wherefore Eufebius his only Crime is, That 
he tells a Truth, which happens to contradi&t the Lying - 
cts 
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Ads of Sylvefer, and confequently the Intereft of mt 
Rome, for whichthe Cardinal and Annotator can nevet ei 
forgive him. Bak 

The next place is afligned to a Roman Council, under 
Sylvefter, wherein. there was a famous Difputation be- 
tween the Jews and Chriftians, before Con/tantine and | a? 
Helena; but in the Notes (”) we are told the Story is re OE ei 
utterly falfe, only attefted by Sylvefter’s A@s, which gg.,P 77” 
Swarm with Lies, as they are now extant; (yet out Cf Vid, Baron. 
thefe Acts, as now extant, is the Forgery of Conjéan- An.315.§.12> 
tines Baptifm at Rome taken;) and therefore Baronius 
and Binius reject this Counil as a méer Forgery. Bur , 
why do they not reject Conffantine’s Baptifm, as well as 
this Council, fince both rely on the fame Author? 
The Reafon is plain, That makes for the Intereft of 
the Pope, and This no way concerns; and fo it may 
pals for a Forgery, as it is. 


§. 14. On occafion of Arius’s Herefie now breaking An.Dom, 315. ; 
out at Alexandria, there was a Council of an Hundred , y 
Bithops called by Alexander, Bifhop of that City, to ¥ weet 
Condemn him; which firft Council of Alexandria (the oh 
Editors fay ) was ander Sylvester; but it doth not : ae | 
appear that this Pope knew of it tll ‘Three years (oy Labipiv'hges JP) 
after (0), 4.318 ; at which time Alexander gave notice pi» pag.237. 
of this Council (not to Sy/veffer by name, asthe Notes coz. 
falfly fuggeit, but) to all Catholic Bifhops , and in i 
particular to the Bifhop of Con{tantinople. But for fear 
the Reader fhould obferve , That more refpect was int 
fhewed to that Bifhop, than to the Pope, the Editors 
have removed thefe Epiftles of Alexander into the Body 
of the Nicene Council, and only give us Notes upon | ia 
them here, in which the Annotator out of Baronius >) 
turns the Charge of Lying and Forgery, of which (p) payon, An. i 
themfelves have been fo often convicted, upon us, nal.312.§.18. ie 
whom they falfly call Innovators(p). Four years after Bimpag.239. Wi 
followed a Second Council at Alexandria, which the Oa he 2 | 
Notes hope to. prove was under Sylvefter (q), becaufe eat y we 
Athanafius {aith, This was a General Council, and col.r. i eG 
faith, i 


(x ) Baron, An, 
318.§.22,&c. 


(s) Baron. An. 
3.12.9.91,6 92. 


(t) Bin. Not. 
p.240. col.2.& 


_ Baron.An.318. 


§. OTe 


(u)Lab.p.1495- 
Bim. pag. 241. 
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faith, Hofiws was there: Upon this Baronias ; fancying 
nothing could be a General Council unlefs the Pope 
were prefent Perfonally or by his Legates, conjeétures. 
Hojius was the Pope’s Legate, and in’ that capacity 
prefided in thisCouncil(r)}: And the Notes pofitively 
affirm this Dream for a certain Truth. But At hanafius 
calls many Synods General, which were only Provin- 
cial; and it is plain, he had not the modern Roman 
Notion of a General Council, becaufe he never then- 
tions Sylveffer, nor doth he fay, Hofius was his Legate. 
But even Baronius owns, that Fofius was Conftantine’s 
intimate Friend, and his Legate into Egypt fix years 
before (s); and Socrates faith, He was now again fent 
thither as the Emperoi’s Legare; and no doubt, if he 
did prefide ‘in this Council, it was nor as Sylvester's 
Legate (whom no ancient Author records, to hive had 
any hand in this Council,) but as the Legate of Confan- 
tine. After thefe two Councils is placed a Letter of 
this Emperors to Alexander and Arius, taken out of 
Eufebius, but is mifplaced by the Editors; fince it is 
plain, it was written in the beginning of the Contro- 
verfie about Arius, and not only before Conftantine un- 
derftood any thing of the matter, but before thefe 
Councils at Alexandria: But Baronius and the Editors 
place it here (¢)on purpofé to Railat Eufebius, as if he 

Forgery ; whereas it isa great Truth, 


put out an Arian 
and Conftantine may well be fuppofed to write thus, 
before he was rightly informed in the Cafe; therefore 
thofe Gentlemen do not hurt Ex/ebius’s Reputation , 
but their own, in accufing him fo falfly, upon the old 
Grudge of his nor attefting their Forgeries, devi- 
fed and defended for the Honour of the Roman 
Church: 


§. 15. The Council of: Laodicea (though ic do not 
appear any Pope knew of ic till after it was Rifén) 
they refolve fhall be held umder fome Pope; the ‘Title 
faith, Under Sylvester (u) ; Labbé’s Margen faith, Under 
Liberius, An. 364, oF 357; or, Under Damafus 367: 
| Whereas 
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Whereas in truth 1¢ was under no Pope, and being 
placed in the old Colletions of Canons after thofe of 
Antioch, and allo mentioning the Photinians, it mult be 
held long after the Nicene Couneil (a): "But it WAS (w) Beveride, 
falily placed before the Niceze Council by Baronins not. Tom. 1. 
(our Editor's main Guide ) to fecure the Book of Fu- P8-193. 
dith by the Council of Nice’s Authority(«). And the Sead En 
Reafons given for this early placing it are very fri- A ae res 
volous: For firft, The foftening of a Canon of Neo 
cefarea is mo certain Mark of time. Secondly , This 
Council rejects Fudith out of the Canon of Scripture, 
and fo did the Council of Nice allo; for though 
S. Hiersm,when he had told us,This Book a not of Authority 
fufficient to determine Controverfies; adds, That the Nicene 
Synod is read, to have computed it among Holy Writings \y. ), &) is pile ts 
S. Hierom only means, They allowed it to be Read f or Ep CX. ; 
Inftru@ion , but did not count it Canonical; eS Macs 
doubtief8 he would not have rejected ‘fudith , if ‘that 
Council had received it into the Canon. And he 
faith clfwhere, The Church indeed reads Judith, Tobit, 
and the Macchabees, but receives them not among C anonical 
Scriptures (z) ; and again, A man may recerve this Bo ook @%) Wd. Epiis. 
as be pleafeth (a). Herein therefore the Council of Pies 
Laodicea doth not contradic& the Council of Nice at all, Tort. pag.gs. 
as the{é Notes falfly pretes nd. ‘Thirdly, This Counce Is 
decreeing the fame things which were decreed at Nice, 
without naming it, isno Argument it was held ie fore 
that of Nice; nothing being more ore Gite , than for 
later C ouncils to renew older Canons without citing 
the former Councils for them. 

The Notes on the Second Canon at Laodicea (which 
fuppofes Penitents, to make their Confeffion by Prayer 
to ‘God, and mentions no Prieft) would willingly grate 
the ufe of their modern Sacramental Confeffion, to a Fri 
upon this. ancient Canon (bd); but it rather confutes, than (b)za4.p.1523. 
countenances that moder nh device. ‘Their labouring to 3 pag.248. 
expunge the Photinians out ner the Seventh Canon, fince all 6° a 
the old Greek Copies have thefé words (c), is meerly (6) Beveridg 
to jultifie their falfe Date of this Council. The Anno- > 193. 
L. 2 tator 
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Bin.pag.249. 
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tator on the Fifteenth Canon confeffeth , that S. Paui 
Commands all the People to joyn in the Hymns, and that 
thas Ufe continued to S. Hierom’s time; yet he owns their 
pretended Apoftolical Church bath altered this Primitive 
Custom grounded on Holy Scripture; and that for very frivo- 
lous Reafons (d). But let it be obferved,That this Canon 
forbids not the People to bear a part -in the Church 
Service; but allows them not to begin, or bring in 
any Hymns into the Public Service. The Seventeenth 
Canon {peaks of the Affemblies of the Faithful in. two 
Latin Verfions , and the Greek is Swfes; yet becaule 
the worft Latin Tranflation reads , i Proceffionibus ; 
the Notes impertinently run out into a difcourfé of 
their Superftitious modern Proceflions; for any thing 
lerves them for an occafion, to make their late Devices 
feem ancienter than they are(e)- The Thirty fourth 
Canon mentions and cenfures thofe, who leaving the 
Martyrs of Chrift, go to falfe Martyrs; And the Fifty 
firft Canon mentions the Martyrs Feajts: Upon which 
the Notes (f) moft falfly infer,74at the Martyrs were then 
adored with Religious Worfhip: But this is only his Inven- 
tion. The Canon {peaks not one word of Worthiping 
Martyrs; but only, whereas the Orthodox Chriftian 
Afiemblies were generally in the Burial-places of true 
Martyrs, where they otfered up Prayers to God: 
Some it feems, began to make feparare Meetings in 
Places dedicated to. Falfe Martyrs, and therefore the 
propereft Note here would have been, to have fet out 
the Sin of Schifm, and the Pious Fraud (as they call ic) 
of feigning falfe Martyrs, of which their Church is 
highly guilty. The Thirty fifth Canon exprefly for- 
bids leaving the Church of God, and calling upon Angels ; 
which they fay is an hidden kind of Idolatry , and, for- 
faking Chrift the Son of God, to go after Idolatry. And 
Theodoret, who lived foon after the true time. of this 
Council, faith, Thofe who were for Mofes's Law, which 
was. given by Angels, brought in the Worlbip of them. 
which Error reigned long in Phrygia and Pifidia; and 
therefore the Councill of Laodicea, iw Phrygia, did by,a 


Laws: 
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Law forbid the Praying to _Angels(g). Which Canon (g) Theodoret.in 
doth fo evidently condemn the Roman Churches Pray- Coloff.cap.2. 
ers to the Angels as Idolatry, that the former Editors 

of the Councils impudently corrupted the Text of 

this Canon , and put in Angulos, for Angelos (h), as if (h) Edit.Mer- 
the Council.had only forbid Praying in private Coi- ee irae 
ners; whereas not only the Greek, but the oldeit ee nee 
Latin Copies ,, and Theodoret, have Angels: But our 

Editors and Annotator having Baronius for their Guide, 

venture to keep the true Reading [Angels] in the 

Text, and.put [Angles] into the Margen, hoping by @ robprs26. 
falfe Notes to ward off this fevere Blow (2). And firlt, pin. pag.ogo. 
The Notes dare not produce the place of Theodoret at col.1. 

large; then they ftrive to blunder che Reader with a 
diftin@tion of Dulia and Latria, which can fignific 
nothing here, becaufe the Canon and Theodoret both 
fay, It » Praying to Angels which ws forbid; and that the 
Romanifts certainly do. Again, Baronias cenfures 
Theodoret for faying, That {uch Heretics as were for 
Mofes’s Law, brought in AN GEL-Worthip : But why 
doth he not cenfure S.Paul, who faith ; That thofe who 
were Fewifhly inclined, and obferved differences of Meats, 
New-Moons and Sabbaths , were the Inventers of Angel- 
Wor{lip (k)? The Angelic-Heretics in Epiphanius and 
S. Augustine, who came in afterwards, did not (as the 
Notes reprefent them) fay, That Angels were to be wor- 
fhiped with the Worhip. due to God alone: Only as the 
Romanifts now are, fo they were inclined to Worfhip pn 4 acny 
Angels (1); that is, by Praying tothem. However, we OD acl 
Proteftants {ay with Theodoret , We neither give them pag. 4.m. 
Divine Worfbip, nor divide the Service due to the Divine 
Majefty, between them and the true God(m): And when (m) Theod. de 
the Romanifts can fay this honeftly , and leave | pa CUE 
Praying to them, we willnot tax them with this” ii 
Canon. Baronius hath one. Device more, wiz. That 

ihe Angels, which this Council fays, must not be Worfhiped, 

were not good Angels, but Devils and the Genii , adored by 

the Pagans; For (aith he) the former Canon receives the 

Worlhip of the true, Martyrs, and rejects. that... of fale 

AVA 
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Martyrs. "To which I Antwer, firft, It is fale (as Was 
fhewed) that the former:Canon receives the Worth p of 
any Martyrs, true or falfe.. Secondly, Why doth nor 
this Canon call thefe Pfewdo-Angels, as the former 
called thole it reje&ted , Pfemdo-Adartyrs , if the Prohi- 
bitions were of the fame kind? Did ever any Chri- 
ftian call Devils, Angels, without fome addition, a Evil 
Angels, Apoftate Angels, Gvc? Befides, in that Age when 
this Council was held € according to Barontus Yate 
worfhip of Demons andthe Tutelar Spirits, was public, 
not fecret Idolatry ; fo that ic is manifeft, this Canon 
{peaks not to Pagans, but Heretical Chriftians. And 
Theodoret thews, ‘That it was thofe Angels, who gave 
the Law of AGfes, which were hereby forbid to be 
Prayed to; and I hope neither Binius, nor his Mafter, 
will fay , thefe were Devils: Wherefore this Canon 
plainly faith, Praying to good Angels, (as They of Rome 
now do) 2 Idolatry. 

To conclude, The Sixtieth Canon of this Council, is 
the moft ancient Account of the Canon of Scripture, 
that ever was made by any Chriftian Synod, being the 
fame which the Church of England holds at this day ; 
for it leaves out all thofe Books of Fudith, Tobit, Waf- 
dom, &c. which we account not to be Canonical; but 
our Annotator finding fo Primitive a:Council con- 
tradicting their new Trext Canon, and not being able 
to reconcile the difference, pafleth this remarkable 
Canon by, without any Note. 


§. 16. The reproachful Obfcurity of § ‘ylueffer in this 
time of Action, in all other Chriftian Churches, puts 
the Editors upon giving us an heap of Forgeries toge- 
ther, to colour over the Pope’s doing nothing Remark- 
able for Nine or Tea years: Firft, We have an Epiftle 
of the Primitive Church, and Confantine’s Munifi- 
cence fo): But Gratian , and the former Editors of 
Councils, cited this asa Decretal Epiftle of Afelchiades, 
to prove the Pope's: Supremacy, &c. whereas the For- 
gery is fo: grofs , that our Annotator affirms it to bea 
Fiction 


Part Il. Roman Forgeries in the Councils. 


FiQion of Ifdore Mercator’s , patched up of Fragments 
ftollen. out of the Hiftory of the Nicene Council , the 
Council of Chalcedon, and S.Gregory’s 24th Epiftle , and 
wofully Miftimed(p): /Yet being uled to cite fuch 
Forgeries, (after this Confeffion) he will not let it go 
without making fome ufe of ic; for he Notes,that what 
ts [aid here of Conftantine’s Donations to Melchiades and 
Sylvelter, 2 very true, and may be firmly proved by Opta- 
tus Milevitanus.. Very ftrange! Opratas mentions no 
Donation of Conftantine to either of thefe Popes, Vid. 
fupr.§.6. and therefore the Reader may note, That 
falfe and weak Inferences or Quotations from manifeit 
Forgeries, are Firm Proofs with Baronius and Binias, 
when they make for the Roman Intereft ;- but the bett 
Canons of the moft genuine Councils are of no value, 
when they make againit it. 

After this follows that odious Forgery, called Cox- 
Slantine’s Donation , wherein he is pretended to make 
over to the Pope, the whole City of Rome and all the 
Weftern Empire, with all kind of Enfigns of Imperial 
Majefty, and all manner of Jurifdi@tion; which Ridi- 
culous Fi@ion ( Nauclerus faith) Antoninus rejected in 
his Chronicle, becaufe itis not extant in any ancient 
Author, but only in the Deererals (q).. But our Editors 
print it without any Note of its being falfe; yea, with 
Notesuponit, to prove it either true or very pro- 
bable(r). And Baronins introduces it with many Sto- 
ries, to. make all that concerns the Popes temporal 
Greatnef$ credible to an eafie Reader (s); yet at laft, 
to fecure their Retreat from fo indefenfible a Poft, He 
and the Amnotator make ic a Fi@ion of the poor 
Greel fore, Firft, prove ita Forgery ; 


©) 


r 
4, 
» 


Greeks: I fhall thereto 
and, Secondly, make it out, That not the Greeks, but 
the Pope’s Creatures. devifed it. Firft, That it isa 
Fi@ion appears from divers Arguments: For, Firft, 
who can believe Confantine, founjult, firlt, ‘to give 
Rome andthe: Weftern Empire to the Pope , and then 
to one of his Sons ?) Or who can think the' Pope fo 


1$ 


tame never to’ putin jis Claim? - Secondly, This Edict 
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as grounded on the idle Story of Consténtine’s Baptifin 
by Sylvefter,which out of Sylvefter’s Fabulous Ads is re- 
lated at large in ic; burthofe A&s being (as was fhewed) 
a meer Forgery , this Edi& mutt be fo alfo. Thirdly, 
It reprefents Conffantine, who was born and brought u 
under Chriftian Parents, and had fetled Chriftianity 
before this, asa meer Heathen ; till he met. with Syl- 
vefrer at this time. Fourthly, It pretends the whole 
Senate and all the Nobles joyned with the Emperor, 
to give the Pope this Power. But befides the folly of 
Conjtantine’s delegating more Power than ever he him- 
felf had, it is moft falfe to {uppofé , That the whole 
Senate at this time were Chriftians; for many of them 
Continued Pagans long after Conftantine’s Death. 
Baronius indeed (out of Sylvefter’s AGs) affirms, That 
none of the Senate was converted before the Year 324 (t). 
Forgetting that he had told us, Divers Senators had given 
up their Names to Chriff Twelve years before (u); and 
thatone or both of the Confuls were Chriftians two 
years before this (2). So ill a Memory had the great 
Cardinal, when his Caufe obliged him to defend a Lye. 
Fitthly, It {peaks of the Emperoi?s intending to build 
a City, and call ic by his own Name, in the Province 
Of Bizantium, and his Refolution to transfer his Em- 
pire thither; and yet before this, the Edi@ -had 
eckoned up Constantinople by name, aud HMierufalem, 
as two of the Five \Patriarchates, and given Rome 
Jurifdiction over all the other Four. Laftly, Ic is 
Dated in the Fourth Confilthip of Constantine with 
Gallicanus , whereas Licinius was his Collegue in his 
Fourth Confulthip, which was in the Year of Chrit 
315, that is, Nine years before the time fixed by Baro- 
nius tor this pretended Baptifm; and that Clearly thews 
the Story to be all Sham, as all modeft and learned 
Men of the Roman Church do now acknowledge: 
But Baronius, and our Annota:or, confidering not 
barely the falfhood of, this Edi& , (for that alone 
would not difCourage them; ) but obferving alfo, that 
it deftroys the pretended Divine Righe of the Pope’s 
Supre- 
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Supremacy, grant it at laft to be a Forgery , but fay, 
Ic was devifed by the Greeks. Secondly, Therefore I 
fhail fhew the Falfhood of that Accufation: For, Firft, 
they charge Balfamon with publifhing it; Now he did 
not write till 4x. £180, yet the Notes out of Baronius 
do confeis, that a Pope quoted it 4x. 1054, (that is, 
near an Hundred years before Balfamon was born) to 
juftifie his Superiority over the Greek Church; and 
therefore Bal/amon was not the Inventer of it: Se- 
condly, It doth the Greeks no good , for it gives the 
Pope power over all their Patriarchs, and reckons 
Conftantinople as the laft and loweft Patriarchate, fo 
that the Forger could not come out of that-Church. 
Thirdly, Itis grounded on the fabulous Ads of Syl 
veffer, writ in Latin, and feigned in the Weftern 
World; and its whole defign is to advance the Pope 
above all Bifhops, Kings ,and Emperors; and therefore 
no doubt ic was advanced by a Friend of the Popes. 
Fourthly , The Notes confefs; That a Pope firft fet up 
this Edict, to prove his Univerfal Supremacy, (not con- 
fidering with Baronius , it feems,. that it weakened. his 
Title) and the grave and learned Men of the Roman 
Church received it as Authentic for many Ages after. We 
add, That till the Reformation they cited it, and writ 
in defence of ic; and though now their Point is gained 
they begin to renounce ir, yet the Advantage that 
Church got by it, fhews, that they were the Forgers 
of it; yea, it feems Anno 1239 one Fohannes Diaconus, 
a Member of the Roman Church, was thought to be 
the Author of it. Fiithly , Whoever confiders how 
unwilling the Cardinal and our Annotator are to 
have it clearly rejeéted, will be convinced, that their 
Church gained by it, and confequently invented it. 
They labour to prove, the Popes temporal Power granted 
hereby, both probable and true (x): And though they own 
the French Princes, Pzpin and Charles, who gave many 
Cities and Countries to S. Peter, never mention ‘this 
Edi&; yet they argue from their calling thofe Gifts, 
A reftoring them to the Church, that they had refpe& 
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to ConStantine’s Bounty (y). ‘Thefe Authors alfo men- 
tion Pope Adrian’s confirming this Edicdt, and quote 
the Book of ‘Con ftantine’s Munificence (fhewed to be a 
Fable juft now) to juftifie it (~). They alfo would 
make out what it faith of the Images of Perer and 
Paul, then kept at Rome, by Exufebius, but cite him 
falfly , leaving out the main part of his Teftimony ; 
wit. That it was only fome who had fuch Images, and 
that thefe imitated the Pagans herein; from whenceit will 
not follow, That eminent Chriftians then placed them 
in their Churches (2). In fhort, Though they dare 
not fay itis true, yet they would not have it rejected 
as falfe, becaufe it gives their admired Church fo 
much Riches and Power; and therefore doubtlefs no 
Greeks, but fome of their Church invented this moft 
notorious Forgery: And e€neas Sylvius obferves, That 
ut was warily done of the Popes, to let it be hotly difputed 
how far this Edict was good in Law , that [othe Ediét 
at felf might Still be fuppofed valid (b), it being their 
Intereft it fhould be thought fo. : 

This feigned Donation is followed by a Roman 
Council under Sylveffer, in the Preface whereof Sy/- 
vefter is falfly pretended to have called the Nicene 
Council; and in the body of which there is a Canon, 
That none mujft judge the Chief Seat; not the Emperor, 
nor Kings, nor Clergy, mor People. For the fake of 
which two advantagious Fictions, Barowins and the 
Annotator, defend and juftifie this Synod (c) ; though 
the ‘Title be ridiculous , the Style barbarous , and the 
Matter of it as void of Senfe as it is of probability, 
Labbé indeed notes, That the Condemuing Photinus here 
fhemrs , it was. put together by an wnskilful Hand (d), and 
rejects it as a Forgery very juftly : For Photinys (as the 
Notes confefs) was not Condemned till long after (e) ; 
nor were there any Chriftian Kings, but Con/antine 
the Emperor at that time. Befides, the Forger firft 
fays, None of the Laity were prefent; and yet in the next 
Page affirms, That Calpharnims. (Pretect of the City) 
was there, and that Conftantine and his Mother Héleng 
fub{cribed 
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fab{cribed it (f) 5 yea, Baronius himfelf obferves, That (£)246.p.1547 
ehis Council miftakes the Cuftom of the Roman Church, ibn oa Sas 
where in that Age Presbyters ufé to fit in the prefence aeiea 
of the Bifhops; but in this Fiction , they are repre- a iets ak 
fented as ftanding with the. Deacons (g). Moreover, it (g) Baron. 
deftroys the Donation (Lies {eldom hanging together ;) 4n-3245.124 
for if Conftantine had given the Pope fuch Supreme 
Power a few days before, what need was there for 
thefe Bifhops to grant the fame thing; or however, 
why do they not remember Conftantine’s late Gift ¢ 
Laitly, Arias (who then gave fo great Trouble to the | 
Church) is not mentioned here; not(as Baronius guefies) 
becaufe he was to be more folemnly Condemned at 
Nice the next year(4); but becaufe the Forger had (h) Baron. 
nothing in his Eye, but meerly to fet off the Grandeur 4n.324.§.27. 
of Reme. Lab. p.1555- 
Bin. pag.260. 
col.2. 
§.17. We are now come to the Firft and moft an.Dom.325. 
famous General Council of Nice, wherein the wort 
and moft dangerous of. all Herefies was {upprefled ; 
and yet the pretended Judge of all Controverfies, and 
Supreme Head of the Church, had fo little fhare in 
this glorious Tranfaction, that it is very uncertain in 
what Popes time ir was called : Soxomen and Nicephorus 
fay , it was in the time of Fulius (i); Others think ic (3) Sozom-hitt 
was in Sylvefter’s time; Protims affirms , it was in the fib.r.cap.16, 
times of both Sylvester and Fulius (k) though un- Nvceph.lib.8. 
happily Pope Mark was between them two: Yet this cap-14. 
Council is introduced by a Preface a la Mode a Remo, oy Rhea 
ftyled, The Hiffory of the Council of Nice (1), wherein 0 ig sols 7 
(as well as in the Notes and various Editions of this pag3. 
famous Council) all imaginable Artifice is ufed to abufe Bin.pag.262. 
the Reader into a belief, That Pope Sy/veffer not only 
called this Council, and prefided in it by his Legates; _ 
but alfo confirmed it by his fole Authority afterwards. 
For the clearer Confutation of which Falfhoods, we 
will confider, Firft, The Authority which convened 
this Council. Secondly, The Prefident of it, with the 


Order of Sitting init, and Subfcribing to it. Thirdly, 
M 2 The 
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The Power which confirmed it, Fourthly, The num: 
ber of the Canons. Fifthly, The true Senfe of them: 
Sixthly , The Forgeries for Supremacy. herein inferted, 
Seventhly, The corrupt Editions of the Council it. 
elf. 

Firft, As to the Authority convening it. The Pre: 
hp 2g face faith, Conftantine affembled it by Sylvefter’s Autho-. 
rae ‘P ies rity (m):. The Notes affirm, ———it was appointed by the 

in. pag.262. : 1 . 

Advice, Counfel, and Autherity of Pope Sylvefter ; and 

again, ————Pope Sylvetter, by his Pontifical Authority, 

(n)Labp.63.C. decreed the celebration of a General Council (n). To prove 
Binpag29t. thefe vain Brags, they cite Ruffinus (whofe Verfion of 
ol. 1. this Council they reje@;) yet he only faith, Tdat 
Conftantine convened it ry the Advice of the Bifhops : 

However, this is Advice » not Authority; and Advice 

of the Bifhops in general,nor of Sylvefter in particular; 

and if any Bifhops did give the Emperor particular Ad- 

vice, it was thole of Alexandria and Constantinople, not 

He of Rame. Secondly, They quote the Sixth General 

Council (held 350 years after this of Nice » and in 

other things reje@ed by the Romanifts ) which faith, 

this Council was called by Sylvelter amd Conftan- 

tine: But they quote falfly, for that Sixth Synod puts 
(0)Bin.TomUl. the Emperor’s Name firtt (0); and though they are no. 
bone 6-194 Evidence againft Authors living in the time of the 

Nicene Council ; yet even this fhews , they thought the 
Emperor's Authority was chiefeft in this Matter, The. 

Notes alfo cite the Pontifical (which they have fo often 

rejected as Fabulous) and Sozomen , asit they {aid the 

fame thing: But for Soxomen, he never names Sylveffers 

but faith, Pope Fulins was abfent by reafon of his great 

Age; and the Pontifical only faith’, It was called by the 

(p)Eufeb. vir. Confent cf Sylyefter; not by his Authority ; and indeed 
aE it was called. by the confent of all Orchodox. Bifhops: 
Piao li. Wherefore there isno.good Evidence , that the Pope 
cap.8. did callit. Buton the other fide, All the Ecclefiaftical 
Theod, lib. 1.  Hiftorians do agree , Zhat Conftantine Conwened it by 
Cap.7. his own Authority 5 and fent bis Letters, to Command the 
Bee UREA oe Ni J; and not one of them men 
mipay. Bifhops to meet at Nice (p); not ny 


tions. 
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tions Sylvefer, as having any hand in this Mutter: 
Yea, (to put us out of all doubt) the very Council of 


Nice it {elf (in their Synodal Epiftle writ to Alexandria, 


85 


and extant in thefe very Editors (q) ) exprefly declares, (q) zat. p.s9. 
That they were Convened by Conftantine's Commniand. Bin. pag.285. 


Which clear and convincing Proofs, thew the impu- 
dence, as well asthe Falfhood of the Annalift and 
» Annotator,.to talk fo confidently of the Pope’s Autho- 
rity in this Matter; who, if-he had (as they pretend) 
Convened this Council, fhould have fummoned more 
Weltern Bifhops,. of which there were fo few in this 
Council, that it is plain, Either Sylveffer did not Sum- 
mon them, or they did not obey his Summons. 
econdly, As to the Prefident of this Council, and 
the Order of Sitting in it, and Subfcribing to it: The 
Preface and Notes falfly affirm, Tat Hoftus, Vitus, and 
Vincentius were all three the Pope's Legates, and Prefidents 
of this Council (r) ; and vainly think, if it had not been 
{0, it could not have been a General Council: But if this 
e neceflary-to the Being of a General Council, furely 
there is fome good Evidence of it. Quite contrary? 
The Preface to the Sardican Council is of the Editors, 
or their Friends making, and fo is no Proof: rhana- 


& Baron. An, 


325.§.117. 


(r) Labbé p.3,2 
& 65. 
Bin. pig.263, 


& 2916 


fius faith, Hofius was a Prince in the S ynods, but not that - 


he was Prefident of this Synod, or the Pope’s Legate. 
Cedrenus and Photius. are too late Authors to cut-weigh 
more Ancient and Authentic Writers; yet they do not 


fay, (as the Notes pretend) Tdat Sylvelter, by bu Legates, , 
gave Authority to this Council: Yea, -Photins. places the : 


Bifhop of Constantinople before Sylvester and. ‘Fulius 
even when.he is {peaking of. the Chief Bifhops , who. 
met at Vice; and he is grofly miftaken alfo., becaufe 
neither of the Popes did meet there (s). Socrates only 
faith, The. Bifhop of Rome’s Preshyters were ha Prowies, 
and prefent at. this Council (t); but hereby he excludes 
Hofius (who. wasa Bifhop) from being a Legate,and doth 
not.at all prove Vitus and Vincentius. were Prefidents. 
Sozomen names net Hofivs, but thele two Presbyters as 
the Proxies of Pope ‘Fulius; bue reckons that Pope 


himfelf , 


(s)Photis Nomo- 
can.pag.16 3. 


(t) Socrat libre... 


cap.5. 
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Cu) Sezom. bik. himfelf in the fourth place (wu). Though thefé Notes in 
lib. 1.cap.16. citing Sexzomen (according to their ufual fincerity) place 
the Bifhop of Rome firft, and all the other Patriarchs 
after him. Finally, They cice the Subfcriptions to 
prove, thefe Three were Legates and Prefidents at 
Nice; but Richerius (a Learned Romanift ) faith, Thefe 
Sub{criptions are of as little Credit, as the Epiftle to Syl- 
(w) Richer.de velter (w); and adds, That the placing thefe Presbyters 
Concil. gen. before the Bifhops,a a plain Proof, That all thefe Subfcriptions 
HD 1:CAp.20§.6. ghar nme tidiim later Ages; becaufe the Pope’s Legates 
never did precede any of the Patriarchs , till the Council of 
(x) Id.ib.§.8. Chalcedon (x). Asfor Hofius, he had been the Empe- 
ror’s Legate long before , and divers of the Ancients 
fay, He was very Eminent in this Council; but not 
one of them affirms, that Aofius was the Pope's Legate: 
This is purely an Invention of Baronius; but he only 
(y) Baron.An, proves it by Conjectures (y). The Truth is, Con/tantine 
325. §.20.  himfelf was the Prefident of this Council, and Sat on a 
Gilded Throne (not as the Preface faith falfly, Below 
all the Bifhops; but) Above all the Bifhops, as Enfebius an 
(z) Eweb. vir. Eye-witneds relates (%); andthe Notes at laftown, He 
Conan: lid.3. fat in the Chief Place (a) ; yea, the Annalitt confefferh, 
Cap.10. He atied the part of a Moderator in it (b). Richerius goGs 


a)Lab. pag.67. : a. as : 
yt baron further, faying, It w clear by undoubted Tefimonies, thet 


col.2. the Appointing and Convening of this Council depended on 
(b) Baron.An. the Authority of Conltantine, who was the Prefident there- 
325.5-73. ite of (c) ; and he blames Baronius and Binins , for wilfully 
Bae $2, Miltaking the Pope’s Confent (which Was requifite, as 
ate "he was Bithop of an Eminent Church) ‘for his Autho- 


rity, to which no Pope in that Age pretended. It js 

true, there were fome Bifhops, who were Chief among 

the Ecclefiaftics in this Council: Euftathius, Bifhop of 
(d) Dheodorer, Antioch fat uppermoft on the Right-fide » and opened 
apud Barow. the Synod with a Speech to Conftantine (d): Hence 
An.325+§.54. fome (and among the reft Pope Felix, in his Epiltle to 
(¢) Vid. Richer. Fons ) affirm ; He was Prefident of this Council (e) : 
hift. Concil. Others fay, Tae Bifhop of Alexandria prefded; and in- 
lib.1.cap.2. §.8, y» ; P Pre, : 
-(£) Phot, lib, Ceed-all the Patriarchs prefent, Sat above all others of 
d- 7.Synod. ,the Clergy(f); yet fo,as they all gave place to the Em- 


peror, 
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peror, when he came in. And for the Pope’s Legates , 
Barosius and Bellarmin do contend in vain abott the 
Places they had in this Council fince no Ancient 
Author tells us, they Sat above the Chief of the Bi- 
fhops: So that this alfo is a Forgery of, the Papal Flat- 
terers, to give Countenance to their Churches feigned 
Supremacy. 
- Thirdly, As to the Power which confirmed the Canons 
ofthis Council;the ancient Hiftorians do fuppofe that Com 
feantine gave thefe Decrees their binding Power, and Re- 
cord his Letters, to injoyn all to obferve them (g¢). And (g) Vid Socrat, 
Eu/febias who was there,{aith,that Tle Emperor ratified the Soxom. Theodo- 
Decrees with his Seal (h) ; Buethe Annalift and Annota- ies le 
tor feek to efface this evidence, by Railing at Eufebius, th) Eufeb. vit. 
and by devifing many weak pretences, to periuade the Confan. lib, 1. 
Credtilous, that Pope Sylvester confirmed this Council ap: 37. 
by his Authority ; and both the Preface and Notes tell 
us, that thisSynod writ a Letter to Sylvester tor his con- 
firmation, and that he called a Council at Rome; and 
writ back to Ratify what they had done (4): But whoever () Lab. p. 6. 
will but read thefe two Epifties, will find the Latin fo Se page 77- 
Barbarous and the Senfe fo Intricate, that nothing is ae BAGH 
eis ; da : . om Pag. 2996 
plain inthem, but that they are For ged (k); and Labbe’s col, 1. 
Margin tells us they are Fictions, nor dare Baronius (k) Lab.p. 68. 
own them to be genuine (J); and though Bénsus cite Bin. pag. 348. 
them for evidence in his Notes, yet at fome diftance he negalb 
el: E . (1) Baron, Ane 
tells us, it is evident they are both Corrupted (m); and again ,, 5 ¢ 5 >. 
he fays, if they were mot both extreme faulty and Commenti- (m) Bin. p.348. 
tious, they might be Evidence in this cafe (n): But Richerius col. 1. marg. 
is more Ingenuous, and declares, That rhefe Epi/tles are (n) Idem p.365- 
‘prodigioufly falfe, ‘The Forger of them being fo Ignorant rae Ate 
as to call A¢ecarius, (who was then Bifhop of ‘feru/alem) sie ins 
Bifhop of Con/tantinople : Yet our Annotator cites Diony- 
fius Exiguus for a Witnefs of thefe Epiftles ; whereas 
"Richerius fhews, they were Forged by fome Ignorant 
Monk long after Dionyfins his time, who mentions not 
the Pope’s confirming of thefe Canons; nor doth he |) i 7n 
oR E- fas a (o) Richer Katt. 
remember thefe Epiftles ; but only faith it was agreed, Concit, lb, 1. 
thefe Canons fhould be fent ta Sylvefter Bifhop of Rome © 5 cape 266. 
xe 


a avai es - ya i sa oa. = 


(q)Socrat. biftor. 


at all fummoned, which doubtlefs was very 


Stantine confirmed this Council. 


(r) Lab.p. 71, 
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The Notes further urge, a-Roman Council under Pope 

Sylvefter, to prove his Confirming thefé Canons; but 

that Council is aconfeffed Forgery it felf, and fo proves 

(p) Labbe marg- Nothing (p).Laftly, The Annotator here (and almoft 
pag. 412+ = every where) cites Svcrates his {peaking of an Ecclefia- 
Fhical Canon, that no Decrees of Councils fhouldbe valid 
without the confent of the Roman Bifhep (q). 
lib. 2.cap. 13. Consent is not Confirmation ; It is the priviledge of «- 
very Patriarch as well as of him of Rome,Thata Gener] 

Council cannot be held without every one of their con- 

fents; but this proves not their pretended fole and fipreme 

Power of ratifying all Councils vefted in the Pope: 

Befides, Socrates here only Hiftorically relates what Pose 

‘Fulius {aid in his own Cafe; and therefore the Teftimory 

relies on ‘Fulius his Credit; and indeed tha 

culiar Cafe, wherein, when the Caufe of Athanafius was 

ae referred by confent of all parties to fudius as Arbitrator, 
cei the Arians took it outof his Hands againft Arbanafius his 
n Mind; and judged it in a Council,to which Fulius was nct 


But Firft, 


C was 2 pc- 


illegal and 


unjuft ; But yet none can tell, where this Ecelefiaftical 
Canon was made, which the angry and injured Pope 
here cites ; and therefore till ic appear whence Fulins 
had this Canon, we muft be excufed, if we give no great 
Deterence to it; and unlefs they cou'd prove it was Re- 
corded before the Nicene Council, it is very impertinent 
to expect the Nicene Fathers fhould Govern their A@i- 
ons by it. So that we conciude not Sylvester, but Ccn- 


Fourthly, As to the number of the Canons the An- 

notator alfo notorioufly prevaricates ; He confefles her 

«2 all the Greeks, and particularly Theodoret and Ruffinus, 
alfert there were but Twenty Canons made there ; yea, that 
the Sixth Council of Carthage, ( within lefs than an 
Hundred years, ) after a diligent [earch in the three Patrs- 
-archal Seats of Alexandria, Antioch and Conftantinople, 
could find no more than Twenty Canons (r): But the Notes 
Bin. pag, 395, COUCEal Gratian’s naming -no more but ‘L'wenty Canons, 
col. 2, and hisfaying there are but only. Twenty Nicene Canons tobe 


found 
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found in the Roman Church (s). For all this the Anno#a. 6) Gratian, 


tor boldly tells us, That rhe truer Opinion , Cor'rather that rt: Cap.10. 
which is moft for the Popes interest) is, that more than Twen- © “P33. 

ty Canons were made there: But we will exanvine his and 

Baronius’s reatons (¢). Firft, They fay there is no Decree (t) Baron, An. 
about Eajfer among the Twenty Canons: I reply, There 325. §.157.80 
is a genuine Epiftle of Conffantine’s, in which this mat- 


ter is determined with thé reafons for it, which is ber- 
han a bare Law without Arguments, in a cafe which 

en fo much difputed (#); nor could they make (u) ain. pgs, 

a ate Canon, about it till the exa@ time was & Theod. lib. 1. 

Calculated, which they referred (nor to the Pope, but.) “P- 9 


a 
to the Bithop of Alexandria. Secondly The Notes fay 
~ Sad ° 2 . 7 
3. Ambrofe mentions a Canon made at Nice azainit 
J 3 &S 


Biramifis (Ww); but Baronius himfelf confeffeth, that S. (w) Ambrof. ep. 

: ? 7 4 Poe iy 7 e \ - 
Gmoroje Ons faith, They treated of this matter, -but 82. ad Epife. 
doth not afirm they made a Canon about it. Thirdly, Vercel. 


Chey plead, there was a Decree about the Canon of 


scripture made at Nice, (which is not among thefé 
Twenty) becaule S$, Hierom faith, be had Read that the 


Judith, among the Books of Holy 
eply——S. Kieron only faith they computed 

st among Holy ivritings, that is, (as we fhewed before 

§ 15.) ameng Books ta be Read for inftrudtion, not to be 

guored. 1% Difpute : For if S. Hierom had believed this 

Council did receive Fudith for Canonical, he would 

not have counted it (as he doth) to be Apocryphal; So 

that this proves not that there were more Canons, 
Fourthly, Lhe Notes affirm there is no Canon now extant 

bere, againtt a Bifhops choofing his Succeffor in his 

cn 8. duguftine faith was forbid in this 

Council(x); which is'a grofs Untrath',  fince the, opulies 
fighth Canon forbids two Bifhops fhould be in one cial : 
City; and the Notes own this was the very Canon (y) Bin. Not. 
meant by S. Auguftine, in the next Leaf (y): Liers fhould pag-296.col, 
have better Memories: Fifthly, They fay the dried ieee coh - 
Council of Carthage cites aCanon of Nice, forbidding aa ete 
to receive the Sacrament after Dinner; but if CNe [ih 7. ap. 3. 
place be confidered-(as Richerius notes (x) ) that Coun: §. 13. 


f cil 
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cil only refers to a former African Synod, which had de- 


creed this, and not to the Council of Nice. Sixthly, 
The Annotator {peaks of a Canon about Appeals to 
Rome , cited out of this Synod in the Sixth Council of 
Carthage, but he was wifer than to tell us who cited this 
for a Nicene Canon ; for it was Pope Zofimus’s Legate 
cited it,and he was convicted of a notorious Falfification 
therein, as fhall be fhewed in due place. Seventhly, 
He faith there was a Canon made at Nice ; but not to 
be found among the Twenty, that a Caufe tried im a leffer 
Synod might be judged over again in a greater ; and for this 
he cites the Fourth Epiftle of Fulius; but in his Notes 


(a) Bix.Not.in.on that Epiftle (2), he conteffeth this was no Canon 


eng se set 
ep. Fulzj. pag. 


a'95, col, 2. 


made at Nice, but only it was matter of Fad; in that 
this great Synod did judge Arius over again, who had 
before been judged at Alexandria. Lightly, The Notes 
fay, Atticus, Bifhop of Conftantinople at Chalcedon , 
did affirm, that the Nicene Council agreed upon a Form of 
writing Communicatory Epiftles, which is not among thefe 
Taenty Canons : Lreply, Baronius and heboth own this 
Form was tobe a Secret among the Bifhops; and if it 
had been put into a Canon, Heretics might eafily 
have counterfeited thefe Forms, and fo the defign had 


(b) Baron. An. been fpoiled (4). Laftly, the Annotator cites Sozomen, 
325.§.166-&to proves that the Nicene Council added to the Gloria 


Richer. lib. 1. 


cape 3.§. 14. 


(c)Sozom.hiftor. ' 
lib. 3. cap. 19, 4 praz 
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Patrithe later part, As i was in the beginning , &c. 
Whereas Sozomen (c) in that place only fpeaks of /uch 
raifed God in Hymns, agreeing tothe Faith delivered at 
Nice, but mentions no Canon or Form of words agreed 
on at Nice, about thefe Hymns. So that after all this 
fhufliing, it is very impertinent for this Annotator to 
brag, that it is manifeft there were more than Twenty Ca- 
nons made in this Council; and Nonfenfe to tell us,that the 
Greeks who ftijfly maintain there were but Twenty Canons , 
cannot deny but there were more than Twenty: And for all 
his Confidence, neither he nor Baronius dave defend 
thofe Eighty Canons, which Turriam hath fathered on 
this Council; andtherefore whatever is more than thefe 
twenty, or ditfering from them,mult pafs among the many 
Eorgeries of the Roman Church Fifthly, 
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Fifthly, As to the Senfe of thofe Canons, which 
oppofe the Pope’s Intereft, the Notes ufe many Im- 
poftures in expounding them. The Third Canon for- 
bids the Clergy to cohabit with Women taken into their 
Houjes; unlefs they were fo near of Kin, as to avoid Suf- 
picion and Scandal: Which plainly fuppofes, that they 
might have Wives, becaufe cohabiting with them,could 
give no Sufpicion nor Scandal: And fince the Canon 
names not Wives, who were the moft likely to dwell 
with their Husbands, donbtlefs this Council did not 
fuppofe the cohabitation of the Clergy with their 
Wives to be unlawful. Yea, not only Socrates and Soxo- 
men (Ad); but Pifanus and Nauclerus, later Romifh Au- (d) Secratdib.t. 
thors (¢) , relate the Hiftory of Paphnutius his Advice cap.8. 
to the Council in this Point; upon which the latter faith, 5°” lib. 
The Nicene Fathers allowed Priefts to have Wives, if they (ehPifonus s 
pleafed: Which full Evidence againft their Churches 37», pag.3 ae 
practice doth fo enrage Baroniws , that he not only col.r. 
denies this well-attefted Hiltory, but lays by the Cha- Naweler.Chron. 
racter of an Hiftorian, and falls (in his gueffing-way) P28-6°° 

ve a, iS cde , : . 2” (f£) Baron.An 
to difpute againit this manifelt Truth (f). And Bimias ¥ 0 ¢ 1,3, 
in his Notes (¢) out of him, faith, The Canon exprefly 149,150. 
forbids Clergy men the Ufe of their Wives, after they were (g)Lab.pag.72 
entred into Holy Orders ; reyects the Hiltory of Paphnutius , 31m prg.29% 
and gives Socrates and Soxomen the Lye: But we fhall °°! 
leave the Reader to judge , whether he will give more 
Credit tothe Words of the Canon, and thefe Anciene 
impartial Fiftorians; or to the Corrupt Paraphrafe, 
and Impudent Aflercions of thefe two notorious Syco- 
phants, who have fo often been proved to govern 
themielves, not by Truth, but by Intereft and Defign. 
The Sixth Canon reckons the Pope but Equal to other 
great Bifhops, and limits his Jurifdi@ion ; at which the 
Annalift and Annotator are much difcompofed, and 
(by various Fictions and fhufting Pretences) labour to 
pervert the true Senfe of this famous Canon. And 
firtt, [hey tay, The beginning of it ( viz. Tbe Roman fi tab sdiehe 
Church hath always had the Primacy) # wanting (h):,, fee as 
Whereas no Authentic Edition ever had any fuch be-cans, 

N 2 ginning. 
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sinning. Dr. Beveridge\gives us Eight feveral Verfions, 
pane e Original Greek, which all want it (@); and 

t is faith done of Biniws, to cite Alanus Copus, 
fay ing, That Dionyfius Exiguus’s Verfion bad thi begin- 


"ning ; fincethat very Verfion is printed by Binius himfelf, - 


without any fuch Preai mble (&); but ’tis all one to him, 
true or falfe, in his Notes , he makes a foolifh Para- 
phrafe on this Forged Preface, aboutthe Divine Right 
of the Pope to his Supremacy ; whereas the plain 
ds of the genuine Canon fhew, That this Council 
grounded the JurifdiGtion of thefe great Bifhops only 
upon Ancient Cuftom (1): Nor can it “be gathered from 
this Canons, That the Bifhop of Rome then had any 
Superiority over him of eAdvamh via, the one being 
allo vel as much rowel within his own Limits, as the 
other had in his. It is plain, The Great Bifhops are all 
here declared to be Equal, without any Exception or 
n the Bifhop of Rome’s account; which 
béen mentioned, as well as the Rights of 
{ olitan of Cefarea are, when the Bithop of 
Feru shade lace is affigned in the Seventh Canon , if 
the Council of Nice 2 d believed, Rome had any right 
to a Supremacy over all ‘thie reft. The Annotator is 
io angry atl Ruffinus: and though upon the Fourteenth 


“| & 
- 


> 


t 


1e favs Ruins. fet down the true authentic Ca- 
¥ 


De rE : 
yet becaute 2 is Verfion of this Sixth Canon 


ie Fo pe ere ction to ig Subu ‘bicarian Regions ; 


svbieh lied all others are fubjedt pecult- 
rly to the tg ste of the Roman Church; and then Rails 
at the Verfion it felf, as evi, erroneous , and pr ‘oceeding 


fro 0 bys Ionora amce: But di cuibtle {5 Kuffinus , who lived { ) 

ear the time of this Council, and knew Rome and 
Iealy § {o well, underftood the Pope's Jurifdidtion at that 
tine, alenise meaning of this Canon far better than 
Bimius 5 and therefore / Baroniws (after | he had cot idemned 


ws 


erfion ) yer f{trives to accommodate it to their 


ne Ve 

new R oman Senfe. But there is rull Evidence , that 

shele Sy hurh; SeQr1an RevioA were only The! le e Provinces which 
were 
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were under the Prefect of Rome; that #, fome part of 
Italy, and fome of the adjacent Iflands , and thefe wére 
ail the Churches which were then under the Pope’s 
Jurifdi@ion: As may appear by the great difficulty 
which the fucceeding Bifhops of Rome found in the 
following Ag es, to te Me fila, Aquileia, and Ravenna 
5 ape in Healy it felt’) to bein fubjeétion to them: 

So tha a Pope was fo far from having an Univerfal 


pepe emacy then, that Bal/amon is miftaken in lgoauys 
he was made Patria arch of all the Weftern Church ; 
for the Cry Fifth Canon 5 sk Bing orders all Cau} es to be 
beard and finally ended in the fame Province teria) 
hapned , not only deltroys Appeals to Rome, but fhews 
that no Bifhop Nd then pretend to fo large a Jurifdi- 


ction. Again, thefe Notes frequently | brag of that 
Verfion of this Canon , which the Pope’s Legate cited 


at Chaleedon(n); wherein the aforefaid forged Titl 


} 


Primacy. | are quoted as part of the Canon it felf: 
But the Acts of that Council of Chalcedon fhew, That 
this Edition was difcovered to be falfe by the Conftantino- 
politan Code, then produced : And if the Fathers there 
had believed this to be the true Reading,they would noc 
immediately have contradicted the firft famous General 
Council, by giving the Bi fhop of Constantinople eque 
Priviledges with him cf Old Rome : So that their Quoting 
a falfe, b baffled, and réjeéted Verfion of this Canon; 
rather pulls down, than fupports their dear Supremacy ; 
to maintain which they have nothing but Sophiftry and 
Fraud, as the next SeGion will thew. 3 

_Sixthly , Therefore we will confider the Impoftures 
and Fidtions annexed to this Council, to give colour 
to their feigned Supremacy: And firft, becaufe Eufebius 
feaks little of the Popes, for he could not truly fay 
much of them ; Baroniws andthe Annotator invent all 
the Calumnies againft him imaginable; and the former 
(though: he have little true Hittor y in his*Annals for 
Three hundred ye ae together, which is not taken 
out of Exfebias) Rails at him moft unjuftly , as being 


an 


/ 
C ( n) ak 


Cc OF, 
; ye 
this Canon [The Church of Rome “bath al vays bad the aa 


94, 
(0) Barox. 
An.318.§.4.6. 
An.324.§.136+ 
§. 143, & 
§. F52. item 
An. 3256 
§.192,&c. 
(p) Athan. 
Apol. cont. 
Arianp.1 80. 
(q)Socrat.hift. 
hib.1.cap.3. 
(1) Bin.p.313. 
€0].2. 


(s) Lab.p.28 7. 
Bin. pag.326- 
@ol.1, & 2. 


(t) Baron. An. 
Dom.3 36. 


(u) Bin. p.328. 
@o).2. 


(w)Bin.p: 499. 
€ol.1. 


(x)Lab.p.48 3. 
Bin.pag.39 1+ 
col. i. 


(y)Bin.p.3 31. 
col.1. 


(z)Lab.p.3.03. 
Bit. pag: 3 37» 
¢ol.2. 
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an Arian; a malicious,fraudulent,and partial Writer (0), 
And Binius treats this great Hiftorian at the fame rate : 
But Athanafius exprefly faith, That Euflebius of Czxfarea 
fubferibed the Orthodox Faith (p). Socrates affirms alfo, 
That he agreed to the Faith of the Nicene Council (q). 
Pifanus, his Greek Author of the Hiftory of this Coun- 
cil, brings in Eufebius difputing againft the Arians (r): 
And Valefus, in his Life, clears him from this fpightfut 
Accufation , which thefe Men invent meerly to be Re- 
venged on him, for not countenancing the Pope’s Su- 
premacy; which is not his Fault, buthis Vertue,becaufe 
there was no fiich thing pretended to in his days. 
Secondly , Thefe Editors publith a Letter of Atha-. 
nafins to Pope Marcus, with that Pope’s Anfwer (s), 
among the Records of this Council; and the Anno- 
tator often cites them, to prove the Supremacy and 
Infallibility ; becaufe the Roman Church is here called, 
The Mother and Head of all Churebes, and, A Church 
which had never erred; and the Pope is called, Bifhop of 
the Univerfal Church; yet their being Forged is fo no- 
torious, that Belarmin, Poffevin, and Baronius (t) rejeé 
them. ‘Thirdly, They likewife publith in thefe Nicene 
Acts an Epiftle of Popé Fulivs, wherein divers Canons 
for the Primacy are Fathered on this great Council (#): | 
And Pifanus is fo bold, and fo vain as to defend this to 
be genuine, by an Epiftle of the Egyptians to Pope 
Felix (owned to be Forged (2”)) , and by other Decretal 
Epiitles, as falfe as this, which he defends; but ic is 
fo manifelt a Forgery , thisof Pope Fulius , that the 
Editors themfelves afterward reject it (x), Fourthly, 
Whereas the Ninth Canon of Chalcedon allows the 
Clergy to complain to the Primate, or te the Bifhop of 
the Royal City of Constantinople; Notes are put upon 
this to falfifie that Canon, which fay, That ConStanti- 
nopleishere put for Rome(y). Fitthly,Here is a Canon 
called the Thirty ninth-of Nice, which faith, He rhat 
holds the See of Rome % the Head and Prince of all Pa- 
triarchs ; becaufe he zs jir[t,as Peter,to whom power is given | 
over alt Chriftian Princes and People (z) ; which muft be 
a 
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a Forgery of fome Roman Parafite, becaufe it not only 
contradiéts the Sixth Canon of the genuine Council ef 
Nice, but the Eighth of thefe pretended Canons, 
which limits the Bithop of Rome’s Jurifdi@ion to the | 
Places near to him(a). However, the Editors fay, (a) Lad. p.294. 
Steuchus, Turrian, and Cope cite it; and they print Tur- 4%. pag. 3 33. 
rian’s Notesupon it, which affirm it to agree with the “°°” 

Sixth Canon of the true Edition; and would prove it 

genuine by no better Evidence, than a Forged Decretal 

of Anacletus(b). By which we fee, the moft apparent ee 8. 
Falfhoods fhall be publifhed and defended, if they do” ”" 
but promote the Supremacy. 

Laftly, We will make fome Remarks on the Corrupt 
Editions of this Council: Firft, That of Alfon/us Pifa- 
nus is fo Fabuious,that Labbé for meer fhame omits it(c) ; 
but Binins prints it at large, with all its Fictions and 
Impoftures (4d); of which Richerius gives this Character, (d)Bin. p.300. 
By this Hiftory of Pifanus we may learn, not what the elt. 
Council of Nice was,but what it fhould be to fit it for afefuits 
Palate; for he hath [craped together all the Falfhoods and 
Forgeries he could find, for enlarging the number of the Ca- 
nons{e). But 1 muft add, that there are divers Paflages €¢) Richer hift. 
in this Edition, which will not ferve the ends of the Coil. b.1. 
modern Roman Flatterers: For firft, Pifanus his Greek “P io 
Author highly extols Eufebiws (£); for which the Jefuit (¢)ain.p.305. 
corrects him with a Note in the Margen. Secondly, eol.e. & 302. 
The Orthodox Bifhop bids the Philofopher believe ¢ol->. 
that which was written, but not to regard things unwritten; 
becaufe the Faith is grounded on Holy Scripture (g) ; (EDR RIG, 
Whereas the Margen cautions the Reader, not to think °"" 
that this is fpoken again{t Ecclefiaftical Traditions, though 
it be levelled at them. ‘Thirdly, Afofivs doth not fub- 

{cribe (as the Pope’s Legates here do) for Pope Sylvefter ; 

wherefore this Compiler did not think him to be the 

Popes Legate (4). Fourthly, It is here faid.to have been q) z;, weer 
declared at Nice, That every Bifhop under God was.the col, x, 

Flead of his own Church(i). Fifthly , Here is printed (i) Bm p. 328. 
that pare of the Afican Bifhop’s Letter to Celeftine , sola. 
wherein -they blame his Legate for falfly citing the 
| Nicene . 


(c}Lab.Marg. 
pag.1e6. 
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A) Bin-pag. 328 8. Nicene Canons (&). So alfo the LXXX Canons were 


o> 


=~. 


not invented b ya Dh rough paced Friend to the Ro. 


‘ 


man Modern Incereft, and therefore probably Baroninns 
will not detend them (/). ‘The $14 Canon (as was noted ) 
limits the Pope’s Jurifdiction t to fuch places as were near 
him: The 24h a ni 66r) of. tl 
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secaufe they are all forged in 
later times, as appears by their citing a fabulous Dif- 
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always free from that fubject ON, as Was declared | 101 8 
alter in the Council of Eps ge/uss (Dp). Finally, Thou 
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this Pifamus doimpudently rejed the true ftory of Pape 
zutius his adviing to leave the Clergy ar i os 
Marry; which Hiltocy is in h's Author, an 
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_the 72¢ Canon differs from the 13+4,andthe 73d Canon 

is contrary to the 49th (t); bue he will rather {uppofe (c) n2b.p.3 15. 
the Holy Nicene Fathers contradicted themfelves, than 3. pag.363. 
own any of thefe Canons to be forged, becaufe fome “ol 1: & 2 
of them feem to favour the Pope’s Supremacy. As to 

the Edition of Gelafius Cyzicenus , itis generally a very 

modeft account of this Council, and hath not many 

Errors in it, but like all other ancient Authors it {peaks 

very little of the Pope; for which Reafon Binius claps 

itunder Hatches, and will not produce it till the latter 

end of his Second ‘Tome after the Council of Epbe/s, 

to convince us, That all Authors are valued or flighted 

meerly as they promote or difcourage the Ufurpations 


~~ 


§. 18. To all thefeé Impoftures, contrived to mif- 
reprefent this famous general Council, there is tacked 
a Third Council at Rome ander Sylvelter in the prefence of 
Conftantine, wherein that Pope with 175 Bifhops are faid 
to confirm the Nicene Council, and make two or three new fay tae ais 
Canons (a). But though it be certain and confefled by Binpag.36 50 
Binius and Baronius , that Coxffantine was not then at col.1. 

Rome, though the Style be barbarous, and the Matter Bere.An.325. 
frivolous, and the thing be a manifeft Forgery contrived & 19% 

to carry onthe grand Cheat of Sylvefer’s confirming 

the Council of Nice; yet Baroniusand Binius (who con- 

efs che Title to be falie) labour to prove this Synod to 

be crue, though Binius be forced to juftifie it by the 

forged Letter of the Nicene Fathers to Sylveffer, and his 

Anfwer to them, both which in the next Column he 

owns are falle and feigned (2). And thus where the (w) Bin. p.363. 
Supremacy is concern’d, one Forgery ferves for the col2.C 
Evidence of another. 

The Council at Gangra is genuine, and was an un- 
corrupted Remain of Primitive Antiquity, till it fell 
into the hands of thefe Editors, who have put the 
name Of Ofus, Bithop of Corduba, into the Title in their 
Latin Verfion; and though that Name be not found in 
the Original Greek. printed over againft it; yet from 

O this 
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(x)Lab.p.ai4. this Fi@ion of their own (~) the Notes impudently 
Bin. pag. 366. fay, That this Synod was Convened by Sylvelter’s Autho- 
Cal. e rity 5 and from Ofius bis prefence im it, Binius certainly 
gathers it was celebrated under this Pope; but a little after 
he knows not in what year it washeld; and Baronius 
treats of this Council Anno 261, that is, near 30 years 
Zetas 4°7> after Sylvester's Death (y). “They tell us that Pope Sym- 
Bin. pag.3 pte machus in his 6r6 Roman Council approves this Synod, 
colt. but he mentions not O/us ; however Baronins guefles ,. 
Baron. An, 361.that the reafon why Symmachus approved it was, becaufe 
$44. Ofius the Legate of the Apoftolic See was there; which 
groundlefs Conjecture and falfe Affertion , Binius in his 

Notes turns into a politive Affirmation, viz. That Ofius 

was there as the Pope’s Legate. As to the occafion of 

calling this Council of Gaxgra, it was to condemn one 

Euftathins , whom Binivs owns to have been a great 

Favourer of Monkith life , and Sozomen {faith , he was a 

éz) Sezom. lib.g, Monk (z); yea, the Synodical Epiftle defcribes him 
oN © ae as one who defpifed Marriage, allowed not the admi- 
niftrations of Married Priefts, who had a feparate way 

of Worfhip, and a different garb from others, making 

his Followers to abftain from Fleth, profefs Continency, 

(a)Bin. p.367, and renounce Propriety(42); all which are the very 
Ric. Charaétersof aMonk of the Roman ftamp ;and there- 
fore it is wonder that. Binius fhould give Sozomen and 

himfelf the Lye, and fay he was no propagator of 

Monkery, and that it cannot be proved that he was 

a Monk; yet at laft he fancies Euffathiws his Name was 

(b) Lab. p.429° miftaken for Eutachus an Armenian Monk (6). All 
ath tad 371. Which Blunders are only defigned to keep the Reader 
from obferving , that a Monk was condemned for an 
Heretic,yea,and cenfured for holding thofe very Opini- 

ons, which now pafs currant among the Romifh Fryers 

For which end alfo in his Notes on the 4t4 Canon, he 

faith, The Heretics (that is, Proteltants) foclifhly apply thas 

Canon to condemn the Celibacy of the Clergy, ahereas (he 

faith) it doth not concern Priefts who have Wives, but {uch 

(c)Labp 430. ye Lad Wives (c). But I doubt it will prove the Ro- 
ne ?/* manifts are the Heretics here: For both this mae 
an 
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and the Synodical Epiftle , have [yj«un7@-,} which 

fignifies a Priest who now hath a Wife; even as | 7s y34- 

panne] 1 Cor.vil. 10. is thofe that have Wives , and are 

attually married ; and fo the beft Verfion of this Canon 

is Presbyterum Conjugatum: For by it all thofe are Ana- 

thematiz’d, who aflirm, That men fhould not Communicate, 

if a Married Prieft [ay the Office: ‘That is, this Primitive 

Council Anathematizes the Modern Church of Rome , 

to hide the fhame of which juft Cenfure the Notes 

quarrel with Our preferring the Tranflation of their 

Friend Dzonyfius , who turns the word [Acispyicw]@] 

MiniStrante; before thofe Verfions which turn it by 

Sacrificante; as if Proteftants did this out of a defign 

to blot cut the Memorial of the unbloody Sacrifice (4); (d)L6b.p.431. 

whereas that Greek word doth properly fignifie Adini- 3’7-Pag.372 me 

fering asd faying the Offices of the Church, but no where spa Ca 

isufed properly for Sacrificing ; and it is apparent, that 

Proteftants do molt religioufly believe the Sacrament 

to be an unbloody Sacrifice, and as fuch, do make it a it} 

Memorial of Chrifts one bloody Sacrifice upon the Crofs. Hi 
The Notes alfo blame thefe Ex/tathian Heretics for ih 

per[wading the People to give them the difpenfing of their | 

Alms intended for the Poor, contrary (faith Binius) tothe 

Apostles Doéirine and Conftitution(e). Yet thus the Ro- (e)L2b.& Biz, 

mifh Fryers do at this day , drawing the Peoples Alms 4 fupra, 

to their Convents under pretence of being difpenfers _ 

of them. The fame Notes are miftaken in faying, Thar . 

the Manicheans were forbid by their Dottrine to give any tie 

Alms tothe Poor : For 8. Auguftine (who knew thofe He- : “ae 

retics beft) affirms, That they only forbad thew People, to + | Anna 

give Meat or Fruits——to any Beggar who was not of their 

own Set (f). Laftly, whereas this Council condemns (fy sug. de 

the Exjftathians , for abborring the Affemblies and Divine mor.Manich. 

Offices ufed im the places where the Martyrs were comme- \ib.2. TomI. 

morated, Can. ult. Thefe Notes falfly pretend they were P#8-177- : 

condemned, for difapproving the Worfhip and Invocation He 

of the holy Martyrs(g); whereas it is plain by the Canon, ()Z4b.p.434. at | 

that the Martyrs were only Commemorated, not Invo- 7/”-P9g:374- ih 

cated nor Worfhiped in thofédays; and the expreflion °*" ay 

2 in 
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in this place, ts ib a Phrate to fignifie the ufual Affem- 
blies of Orthodox Chriftians, which were then fre- 
quently held in the Burying pl. aces of the Martyrs, and 
thefe Heretics feparated trom thofe public Affemblies. 

The Arians, torevenge their Goblleamesin at Nice, 

falfly accufe Athana/fius co the Emperour Confantine; 
iio thereupon called a Council at Tyre , which thefe 
Editors intitle , Te Council ef ‘Tyre under Sylvelter (6). 
Yer all the Ancients agree the Emperour Called it, and 
their own Notes confefS as much: Only they pretend, He 
Called this Council contrary to custom an id bas duty ; »; but. this 
is notorioufly talle, fince Con)?antine had simede called 
divers Councils, and particu susie that of Niece. And as 
for Pope Sy/vefter, he is not once named in this Council 
iia at Tie, which looks a little odly upon the pretended 
a Supremacy , that when the Catholic aufe lay at the 
aah {take, we never hear one word of the Rama Bifhop, 
| neither in thisCouncil, nor in all the fucceeding Letters 
and Councils relating to Athana/fius , “ll that Caufe was 
afterward brought before the Pope » as an Arbitrator 
chofen by both parties. 


An, Dom. 3 dahil» 


(h) Lab. p43 5: 
Bin.pag.3 7 4 
col.t. 


ad) : An.Dom. 336. 6. TQ. Pol pe Marcus facceeded Syivefter, and fat but 
= eight Months; yet, that he e might not feem to ak 
<3 done nothing : ‘The Forgers. have invented an epic 
= | from Athanafius to this bit pe, defiring a true Copy of 

Nicene Canons from Rome on pretence, that the Arians 
had burnt theirs at Alexandria: To which is annexed 
Marcushis Anfwer, who faith he had fent him 70 - 


nons. wae — ha ith often Ci ited d thet mee s 


~ tee9 «© 


* 


yet tithe His Nos es bring nie fabftantial. Resfons, to 
prove thefe Epiftles for ged ; and Labbé notes, The/e Wares 
Gi)Lab.p.469, of Hidore are justly {ufpetted by Baronius, Bellarmine,and 


s dithg P other skilful Garbilics; nor doth Binius bivalelf doubt of 
oe 12,pag.302. 
: colts We their beimg | purious (i). Yea,it is remarkable, that this 


(k) Baron. An Very Bins out of Baronias | ric) here confefleth, That be 
336.§.59,& 60. who Forged the Epiftle of Boniface #o Eulalius, devifed alfo 
the/ 
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tele two Epiftles, to con(ult the Credit of Pope Zofimus and 
Pope Roniface, who had cited a Canon out of the Nicene 
Council, not found among the genuine 20 Canons. From 
which we may obferve, Firft, that Binius will cite thofe 
things for the Supremacy, &c. which he knows to be 
forged. Secondly, That the great defign of all thefe 
Forged Records of Antiquity was either to cover the 
faults, or confale the honour of the Roman Church, 
which feems to have both employed and encouraged 
the Authors of thefe Pious Frauds, becaufe her Pre- 
tences could not be made out by any thing that was 
Authentic. 

Fulins facceeded Marcus in the fame year, in whofe 
Life the Pontifical miftakes the Confuls Names, and 
feigns he was banifhed Ten Months, which Baronize 
proves to have been impoflible (/), He fills up this 
Popes ftory ( according to his manner ) with trifling 
matters, and omits the only remarkable thing in his 
Life, which washis concern in the Caufe of Athanafins. 
In this Popes name feveral Epiftles are publifhed: The 
Firlt from Falius to the Eaftern Bifhops may be proved 
fiGtitious, not only by the Confeflion of Baronims and 
other Learned Romanifts(m), but by divers other 
Arguments. For is it probable, that Fulius would Only 
be folicitous about his Supremacy when he writ to the 
Arians, and not once reprove them for their Herefie, 
nor their perfecuting Arhanafinus? is it likely he fhould 
cite the Council of Nice falfly, and feign fo many 
ancient Decrees about the Primacy of the Pope, and 
the Nullity of Councils not celebrated by his Authority? 
This Forger faith, ulius confented to the Nicene 
Council at the time of its celebration ; but the Roma- 
nifts agree that it was held in Sylveffers time. He 
imperioufly forbids the Eaftern Bifhops to judge any 
Bithops without him, and falfly tells them, They all 
had received their Confécration from Rome, yea, with 
the fabulous Pontifical he miftakes the Confuls Name, 
and puts Aaximianus for Titianus. Yet by this Forgery 
the Editors would prove,that more than.twenty Canons 

were 


(1) Baron. An. (i (| 
352. §.2,& 3. j 
I 


(m) L9b.p.4.798 
in Marg. 

Bin, pag.3 84, 
col.1s 


6 ea ay he bi 
F eae at Er rei ae : 
os nee i. 
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(n) LobMarg. were made at Nice (n), and (after Baronius had difzarded 


re ie gan it) Binius by frivolous Notes ftrives to juftifie it as {peak- 
wins 5: 395: ing big for the Supremacy (0). Secondly, Here is the 


(0)Lob.p.48o, Haftern Bifhops An{wer to Fulius, wherein though they 

Bin. pag. 386. Call the Pope Father y which was the ufual ‘Title of 

col. 1. Bifhops of great Sees; yet they exprefly deny his ha- 

ving any Authority over them, and affirm he ought to 

be fubject tothe Canons, as wellas other Bifhops: So 

that there is no reafon for Binixs his Brag, Lo, bow they 

(p) Lab.Marg. own the Supremacy (p)! For indeed they do not own it 

ihe Ba g¢, at all, and yet the {ubftance of this Epiftle is genuine, 

colo © being found in Socrates and Soxomen. The third Epittle: 

trom Fulius to the Arians, is owned by Baronius and 

(q)Labp.483. Others to be a Forgery (4); and Binius in his Notes 

Bin. pag. 387. upon itdaith, lt ws falfe, corrupted, and ftollen out of divers 

coe; Authors(t), yet the fame Binius infamoufly quotes it 
(r) Bru. p. 391. i { ; : 

Bog over and over for the Supremacy, the Nullity of Coun- 

cils not called by the Pope, and the number of the 

Nicene Canons. The fourth Epiftle of Fulius comes 

not out of the Vatican, but was preferved in Athanafius 

his Apology, and is by all accounted genuine, being 

writ in an humble ftyle, withour any pretences to the 

(9Leb.p.494: Supremacy (s). And here the Nicene Canon (about the 

sain pis: 39% re-hearing in a New synod , a Caufe not well judged 

(t) Labp.ags. before) is rightly cited, without mention of any final 

Bin. utfupr. Appeal to Rome(t); The power of all Bifhops is fup- 

col.2. poied to be equal, and not any greater power to be- 

long to him that is fixed ina greater City. Here Fulius 

writes not his own Senfe, but the Senfe of the Bithops 

of Italy, who were aflembled in a Synod at Rome, of 

which great City ‘Fulius being Bifhop ought, by ancient 

cuftom , to publifh the Decrees of fich Councils as 

(u)Lab. p.s13, Were held in or or near that Citys(«) ; but Binius falfly 

Bin, pag. 395. infers from hence, That it was an honour due to bis 

col. r. place 5 to publifh the Decrees made in all Synods. And 

whereas, when any thing was under debate concerning 

Alexandria (the fecond Patriarchate) Fulius faith, it was 

4 Cuftom, to write to the Roman Bifhop (who was the 

firlt Patriarch,) Bénius {tretcheth this and faith, Jt ve 

ot 
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both agreeable to the Canons and Cuftom , that no Bifhop 
fhould be judged til the Popes definitive Sentence were 


heard(w). ‘Lhe laft Epiftle alfo is genuine, and writ ( w) Labp.516. 
in a modeft ftyle, owning that Arhanafius was not ~ Pas 39° 


judged by the Pope alone, but by a Synod of Bifhops, 
by thefe two Epiftles we may difcern the Impoftures 
of thofe other Epiftles, which are Forged about this 
time in the Names of this and other Popes. The 
Decrees attributed to this Pope are not fuitable to the 
Age, yet we may note, the third Decree ferbids aman 
to Marry bus deceafed Brothers Wife, though his Brother had 
not known ber: Which was fhamefully broken by thar 
Pope, who gave Licenceto King Henry the 84 to marry 


> Tr w jas Oe at aa f=) 7A 5 ; f=.) | Babs ; = 
his Brothers Wife, and this Decree juftifies his Di- (i) Zak goat 


vorce (y). 

After thefe Epiftles follows 2 Roman Synod, wherein 
Julius with 117 Bifhops confirm the Nicene Council ; 
but Labbé faith , it is a hotch-potch made up out of 


many Authors, and put into the form of a Council by: 


Ifidore (z), and it is dated with the fame miftaken (z) Lab.Marg, 


193 


a , (x)Ep.4.ap.L 
whole Judgment he fuppofes above his own (x), and Bin. pag. 396. 


col, 2. 


Bin. pag.3 98, 


col. 1. 


Confuls, .Felician and Maximian, with which Fulius pag. 527. 


his entrance into the Pontifical, and all his Forged ae Peace 
col. I. 


(a) Baron. An, 


Epiftles are dated (for his genuine Epiftles have no 
date;) yet Baronius(a) and the Notes gravely difpute 
about the time of this Forged Council, and the Bifhops 
which were {aid to be in it; meerly to perfwade the 
Reader, that the Nicewe Council needed the Pope’s 
Confirmation ; but fince this Council is feigned, it can 
be no evidence: And therefore Binius gains nothing by 
alledging it in his Notes on the third Epiftle, but only 
to fhew us, that one falfhood is the fitteft prop for 
another. 


§.20. Athanafius being reftored to Alexandria, calls a An.Dom. 339. 


Synod there of all the Bifhops of his Province, of which 
only the Synodical Epiftle is now extant , written as 
the Title declares, To all the Catholic Bifhops every where; 


(b) Baron. An, 
339.§.2. 8. 


337.§. 67. 


—— 


yet the Notes from Baronius (b) lay , It was writ parti- §.11, 


cularly 


Conc. lib. 1. 
cap. 4. 

(h) Baron. An 
341.§. 45% 5. 


RS apt aR Mer: ‘ ahd 


fet Berber - it vIUS 
(a) Ricver. bit. #4 
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cularly to Julius ; whereas the Body of the Epiftle faich, 
The Arians have written to the Roman hop, ana I per ha 1s 
eakinie to other Bifhops) they bawe Mires eae alfo : 
So that this is a falfhood deviféd for to make out the 
Supremacy, which is not countenanced by this E Fpiitle, 
t 


wherein we aretold, that Relizion depends not on the 
greatne[s of anyCiy: ‘Though the Not es fay, That Bil ifhops 
had Honours. and “furifdittion given them , (uiting to the 
dignity of the Secular Prafects of their feveral l Cities: and 


thence Alexand: was reckoned the fecond Patriarchate, 
and Antioch j che chird (@) it follows naturally , therefore 
Rome was the forft Pat ae chate: But this s Inference they 
will not make : ah ll only note that this Synod faith, 
The lawful ufe of the Cup 4 e Lord was to make the 
People Drink (3 om whence we gather, that the 
Roman Church (who denies the Cup to the People) 
ae a very unlawful thing , and leaves off the lawful 
ufeo the holy Chalice. 
he e Council of Antiech, is by the Editors faid to be 

held aiden Julius (e), yet it was called by Comftantius 
on occafion of dedicati ting a new Church there; and 
the Notes fay, the Pa mperour not only «called it, 
but be ae prefent there, caufed fiich Decrees as he 
pleafed to pafsin it( f) ; yea, it is evident they valued 
Pope abi fo little, that they y Judged quite ot 

than he had done in the cai t! 


by the 


d 
the Romanifts rail at : 
Aria mS 5 and in the lait Roman Edition (faith Riche- 
(z)) he ve left out thefe Canons as not favouring the 
prattice “oft be Roman Court. However so hag faith 
Among 97 Bifhops > only 26 were Arians({é); and the 


Canons made here are excellent Rules for en} {cipline, 
having been received into the Code of the Un iver{al 

Church before S. Chryfoftom’s time , on firm’d by the 
Council of Chalcedon, allowed by S “Hill lary, and (as 
Gratian faith ) received by the Catholi ics; and the 

Learned Richerius hath fly anfwered all the Cavils of 
Binius and Baronias, by which they would invalidate 
them: So that we need only make fome few Remarks 
on 
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on .this Council, and fo difmifs it.. The 1246 Canon 
Orders a Bifhop who was depofed , to appeal to a Synod of 
Bifhops, and allowed none to be reftored, unle/s it were bya hos | 
greater number of Bifhops than had depofed him (i). But \i) Lab. $95. 
they exclaim againft this as a device of the Arians’, to a Aptis 
take away that Apoftolical and ancient Law and Cuftom Cty 
appealing to Rome, which (they fay) was always obferved 
till now: But hitherto they could never produce any 
{lich Law, nor prove any fuch Cuftom; nor did S.Chry- 
fostom ever appeal to Rome, but defired to be. reftored 
by a greater Synod,as this Canon requires(£),and when ag socrae. 
his Enemies made that impoflible, then indeed he lib. 6. cap. 16, 
objected that this Canon was made by Arians; yet aide Pare 
the Canon remained in force, and was generally received “ bias ct 
in that Age. Nor did the Sardican Council revoke it (as (I) Lab.p. 597. 
Biniws falfly faith()): For though they put a new Bin. pag. 418. 
Complement on the Pope, yet they did not take away col2. 
the ancient method of appealing from a leffer Synod ViteRicher-ut 
t eater. ‘The fecond Canon decrees, That fuch as ““P™ 
to a greatel : 
come to Church to hear part of the Service, and do not 
recerue the Sacrament, {hall be Exeommunicated. ‘This the (Aad are 
Notes fay was to condemn the old Audian Heretics (m.) ; Bin.pag.418.° 
but it evidently condemns the new Roman Heretics, eol.1. 
who fince they exalted their Wafer into aGod, expec 
the People fhould only gaze at, and adore it moft part 
of the year, and excufé them , though they often go 
away without receiving i. The 25th Canon forbids 
Bifhops to commit the Treafures and Fruits of the Church 
to their Kin{men, Brethren and Sons: Upon which Biniys 
hath no Note, knowing it refleted on the Roman 
Churches Cultom, where the Popes generally give all 
they can to their {Candalous Nipotifmo. 

Next to this Council of Aatioch , is placed a fecond 
Synod at Rowe, under Pope Fulias, in the Caule of fakge 
AMthanafins (n); but Baronixzs places it before that piven? OG 
Antioch, An, 34.0.§.. And though the Cardinal confe&s, 2° P°8'*4'?4 
That Athanalius and bis Enemies by confent had referred 
this matter to Julius hs Arbitration , and that Athanafius 
came to Rome after this Reference was made; yet he 

> 


vainly 
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vainly remarks on this matter, in thefe words, Bebold, 
Reader, the ancient ufage for injured Bifbops, to come even 
(o) Baron.An.. ayt of the Eat to the Roman Bifbop for vedref(o). But 
340. 5.2 this is one of the firlt Inftances , and wasa meer Arbi- 
tration -by confént; and the ancient Ufage fince the 
Emperours became Chriftians was to appeal to them, as 
thefe Parties had done, before it was referred to the 
Pope. In this Roman Council it is pretended Arhanafins 
delivered his Creed; but the Aéts of the Council being, 
loft, and the Roman Archives being a repofitory neither. 
fafe nor creditable, we can have no Evidence from 
thence of the Truth. and Antiquity of this excellent 
Compofure.. One thing however ts remarkable, that 
Baronius and Binius charge the Greeks with: taking 
away thofe words. [andthe Son] out of this Creed, and. 
add, that they falfly pretended, this was a late addition 
(piLat.p.6os. of the Latins(p). Yet Baronius himfelt owns, that the . 
Bin. pag.s20. Weftern Church added thefe words[.and the Son] to 


1 
ne Penne the Nicene Creed , above an hundred years.after (9) ; . 
6:2. tothat they. accufe the poor Greeks for keeping the 
(q) Baron.Aa, Creed, as Athanafius made 1t, and as their own Church 
447. ufed to. recite the Nicene Creed fer many years. 


aiter. 
The year following Fuliws held a third Synod at 
Rome, and in it read the Letter of the Eaftern Bifhops, 
wherein they wonder he fhould cite them co Rome, and 

fo value himfelf upon-«he greatnefs of his City, as-on. 

that account to take upon him to judge them con- 
cerning-things which they had determined in their own 

Synods. Nor durft Sfulins challenge any Authority 

(4 Baron An, overthem, by reafon of the Eninence of his City @): 
341§.56,57- Only he pleads for Arbanafius, who-beig Bifhop of an 
Apoftolical See, viz Alexandria, ought not to have been 
condemned by them, till they had writ to all the Weftern 

Bifnops, and efpecially to him as Bifhop of the firft See, that . 

fo all of them, (vix.in Council) might bave determined the 

(s)Id, An. 342. matter according to right. (s).. But Barowius and Binius 


An.Dom.3 42. 


§.28,30 turn this intotheir being obliged to write to the Pope , and 
to receive wubat’ be bad defined: And Binins inters, from 
the 


hoy, Bo PERL aie. Rsofte eet 
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the Popes writing this Synodical Letter from a Council 
held an his own-City of Rome ( though the Synod 
exprefly command him to write the Epiftle) That 
refpect to the Pope, and atcording to ancient Cujtom, it was 
hus right to publifls Whatever was agreed on in Councils (t). (t) Lab. p.607. 
But duck falfe Confequences from Premiffes that will 2” pas. 420: 
not bear them, only thew the Arguers partiality. Gacy 

Atter this we have nothing remarkable, but a fecond 
Council at Antioch, held by the Arians, yet bearing this 
Title under Fulius (a), wherein the Arians made a New 
Creed, and fent four Bifhops to give Conftans the 
Emperour.and all the Weftern Bifhops an account of 
their Raich, and they met thefe Legates in a Council 
at Milain; and though it doth not appear ‘falas was 
prefent, yet Baronins makes as if this Embafly from the 
Katt was fent to Fulius, chiefly to defire Communion 
with him (2); and Binins faith, They defired to be recei- (w) Baron. An. 
ved into the Communion of the Roman Church(x). But 344: S-4- 
the ancient Hiltorians affureus , they defired not the ilies ites 
Communion of the Reman only;-but of the whole SBE is Piatt 
Weftern Church, of which that was then efteemed no 
more than one eminent part. 


(u) Lab. p.608. 
Bit. 4.2.0+COle2- 


§. 21. The Sardican Synod, which faith fome kind 49-Dom.347- 
things of Reme, is prodigioufly magnified by the Edi- 
tors, who place an Hiftory before it, and partial Notes 
after it, which are full of Falfities and defigned Mit- 
reprefentations: Baronius alfo {pends one whole yearin 
letting it off to the beft advantage; but all their Frauds 
will be ditcovered, by confidering, Firft, By whom it 
was. called: Secondly, Who prefided init : "Thirdly, OF 
whac number of Bifhops it confifted: And, Fourthly, 
What Authority the Canonsof it have. 

Firft, As to theCalling it, the Preface falfly ftates the 
occafion thereoi: For it is plain Atbanafins did not (as 
thatreports) leave the whole judgment of bas Caufe to the 
Pope (y); nor did he (as is there faid) Fly to Rome, a (y)Lab.p. 6240 
the Mather of all Churches, andthe’Rock of Faith » This is °/P*8-4*3- 
the Prefacers meer Invention. For Arhana/ins went to 

Me: Rome 


(z) Sozom. lib. 3 


cap.19. 

Socrat. lib.2. 

cap.16. 

Theod. lib. 2. 
' Cap. §. 


(a) Lab. p.670. 


B121.Pag. 4406 


(b} Baron, An. 


34.7.9.31. 


(c) Not.ad Con- 


cu. Sardie. 
Labpag.685. 
Bin.pag.4.45. 
coll. 

Vid. Richer. 
hiftor.Concil. 
lib, 1. cap. 3. 


(d)Soxom. lib.3s 


cap. II. 


(e)Lab.p.65 8. 


B14.prg.43 6. 
col.1. 
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Rome as ta the place agreed on by both fides for Arbj- 
trating thisinatter; and the other party {0 little valued 
the Pope’s decifion in his favour, that they would 
neither reftore Athanafius, nor receive him into Com- 
munion upon it; which made Fulias complain to the 
Emperour ConStans, who writ to his Brother Conftantius 
about it ; but that Letter did not produce this Council 
(as the Preface fully fets out) but only procured a 
truitlefs Embaffly of three Eaftern Bithops to Rome, It 
was the perfonal Addrefles of Athanafins and Paulus, 
Bithop of Constantinople, to Con/Pans (when they found 


J 


the Pope had no power to reftore them) which caufed 
both the Emperours to. give order for thas Council to meet, as 
Soxomen,Socrates and Theodoret afiirm(z).And the Bifhops 
in their Epiftle do exprefly fay, They were called together by 
the most Religious Emperours(a): But Baronius fraudulently 
leaves out this beginning of che Bifhops Letter(4);and the 
bold Writer of the Preface faith, Zhe Council was called 
by the Popes Authority: And the Notes. offer fome Rea- 
fons to juftifie this Falfhood, yea, they cite the afore- 
faid Authors, who plainly declare it was called by both: 
the Emperours, to prove , it was called by the Pope; 
but they offer nothing material to make this out. ‘Tig 
ue, Socrates faith , Some abfent Bifhops complained of the 
fhortne/s of time,and blamed Julius for (Cc); bute that doth 
not prove the Council was called by his Authority,only 
it fuppofés, he might advife the Emperour to make 
thei meet {peedily, but ftill that is no fign of full power. 

Secondly, As to the Prefident of this Council, The 
Preface faith boldly, Tat Hofius, Archidamus, and Phi- 
loxenus prefided in the Name of Fulus. Bue fire, it 
doth not appear that Hofius was the Popes Legate, only 
aS an eminent Confeflor he had a chief place in ic; 
whence Sozomen faith, Ofius and Protogenes were chief 
of the Weftern Bifhops bere affembled (d): That is, Ofius as 
an ancient Conteflor, and Protegenes as Bifhop of Sardia, 
whiere the Council was held; but as for Archidamus and 
Philoxenus 5 they are not in the Latin Copies of the 
Sub{cribers (ec). And Athanafius only faith , Julius /ab- 


{cribed 


Part II. Roman Forgeries in the Councils. 109 


Seribed by thefe two Presbyters; which fhews, that Hofius 
was not the Popes Legate (for he fubfcribed in his own 
name) and that thefe Presbyters who were his Legates, 
were not Prefidents of the Council. 

Thirdly, "They magnifie the number of Bifhops alfo 
in this Synod, to makeit look like a General Council ; 
where accounts differ they take the largeft (f), and 
falfly cite Athanafius, as if he faid it confifted of 376 
Bifhops, and fo exceeded the firft Council of Nice (g). (g)Lab.p.s8 5. 
Whereas Arhanafius exprefly reckons only 170, who 2*pag.446. 
met at the City of Sardiea (h); and when many of the ‘ch! 


(f) Bavon. An, 
34.7.§.3,46 


Baron, ut fupr. 


Eaftern Bifhops withdrew, there were not one hundred ¢ 

left to pafs the Decrees of this Council. °Tis true, (hy 4banof, 

Athanafius affirms, that 344. Bifhops figned the Decree Epift.ad soli- 

to reftore him; but many of thefe hands were got ‘#”p.818. 

from Orthodox Bifhops, who were not at the Coun- 

cil(z): So that this was never counted or called a“ Idem Apol.z, 

General Council by any, but thefe partial Romanifts ; #7°7 75° 

for though the Emperour feem to have defigned it 

General at firft (2), yet fo few came te it, and they (1) Sorar. 

who-came agreed fo ill (the Eaftern Bifhops generally 1>?-“ap-16- 

forfaking it) that itis called frequently , 4 Council of 

the Western Church, and fo Epiphanius in Baronius de- Ch earen ay 

{cribes it (/). 347-§> 42» 
Fourthly, The little regard paid to-its Canons after- 

wards fhews it was no General Council. Richerius, a 

moderate and.learned Romanift proves, That this 

Council was not extant in Greek in the time of Dionyfius 

Exiguus, /o that be and Pope Leo the 4th reckon it after 

all the Councils of Note: The Greeks received not its Ca- 

nons into their Code, and Pope Nicholas Epiftle fhews, that 

the Eaftern Church did not value its Authority , only the 

Popes eSteemed it, becaufe it feems to advance their (m)Richer. hift 

power (m). The African Church of old valued this Concil, jib: * 

Council as little; for a Synod of Bifhops there (among cap.3. 

whom were S.Auguftine and Alypius) were ignorant of 

any Sardican Council, but one held by the Arians. 

Baronius tries all his art to palliate this matter (#); but 

after all his Conjectures it is plain, it was of no repute 

1Q- 


(n) Baron. 
An.3 4.7-§+7 3¢- 


_— 


(o)Lab. p.690, 
& 691. 

Bin. pag.448. 
eol.1. 

(p) Richer hift. 
Con.lib. 1.cap, 3 
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becaufe when two Popes Zofimus and Boniface 
alterwarcs cited the Decrees of Sardica-as Canons of 
Nice, the Fraud was difcovered, and when they were 
found not to be Nicene Canons, They would not receive 
them as Canons of Sardica, but flatly reje&ted them ; 
which thews, that thefe African Fathers did neither 
take this Sardican Synod for a General Council, nor for 
an Authentic Provincial Council: And therefore what- 
ever is here faid in favour of the Roman Church, is of 
no great weight. However the Champions of Rome 
magnifie the 444 Canon of this Council, where in cafe 


fe ° 
Ad dF A 
Lia pt LCs 


-a Bifhop judge that he is condemned unjuftly , Hojius 


faith, If @ pleafe you, ler us honour the memory of Peter 
the Apostle, and let thofe who have judged {uch a Bifbop 
‘write to Julius Bifhop of Rome, that fo (af need be) the 
Judgment may be reviewed by the Bifhops of the Province, 
and be may ngpeint fome to hear the Caufe,@c. Now here 
the Notes talk big, and claim a Supremacy and Appeals 
asdue to the Pope by Divine Right (0): But Richerius 
well. obferves, Jt a Nonfence, to afcribe that to @ human 
Law and Privilege, or to the Decree of a Council, which 
was due before to the Pope by the Law of God(p). And 
we add, that Hofiws neither cites any Divine Law, no 
nor any precedent Canon or Cuftom for this ,, bute 
fuppofes it. at the pleafure of this Synod to grant or 
deny ‘Fuliws this privilege: And yet if it wereariexpnefs 
Law, this being only a Weltern Synod , doth not bind 
the whole Catholic Church. Befides, it is not faid, The 
Criminal fhall appeal to Rome, and have bw Caufe tryed 
there; Dut only , that the Pope (if need were) might 
order the Caufe to be heard over again in the Province 
where it was firlt tryed; and, therefore Sulus is only 
made a Judge of the neceflity of a Rehearing, not of 
the Caufe it fel} which according to the 5+ Canon of 
Nice was to be decided,in the Province where it was 
firft moved. And this rather condenins than counte- 
nances the modern Popifh way of Trying foreign 
‘Caufes at Rome by Appeal. To this I will add an 
ancient Scholion on this Canon found in fome old 
Copies, 


Hit 1) PRE 


Pik Sous eae 
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Copies : From this Canon the Roman Church is much exalted 

with Pride; and former evil Popes producing this as a Canon 

of Nice, were difcovered by a Council at Carthage, asthe 

Preface to that Council fhews: But the Canon (whatever 

they pretend) gives no more power to Rome than other 

Canons, fince it faith not abfolutely , that any who is depofed 

any where {hal have liberty to appeal to the Pope; for at 

that rate the Sardican Synod would contradiG the General 

Councils, it {peaks only of him who w depofed by the Neigh- 

bouring Bifhops and thofe of his Province , and therefore 

doth not comprehend the Synod of the Primate Metropolitan, 

cr Patriarch; fo that if they be prefent, and the Sentence 

be not barely by the Neighbouring Bifhops , the Pope may not 

re-hear it, as this Canon orders: And it only concerns thofe 

im the Weft, Wolusand the Makers of thefe Canons being - 

of thofe parts; but in the Eaft this Custom never was 

obferved to this day(y). I fhall make one remark or (y)-Schol. ap. 
two more, and fo difmifs this Council. The Preface D-2ever.Cone, 
cites Sozomen , to prove, That Hofius and others writ to 1° EP-199- 
Julius to confirm thefe Canons: But Sozomen only faith, 

They writ to him, to fatufie him that they had not contra- ea 
ditted the Nicene Canons (z); and their Epiftle (which (2) Soxormdib. 3, a 
calls Fulius their Felow-Minifter)(a), defires him, to etek: pay a) 
publifh their Decrees, to thofe in. Sicily, Sardinia and Italy, pin, se ae 
(which of old were Suburbicarian Regions,) but never (a) Lad. p.670. 
{peak of his confirming their Decrees (4). . Yet in their 4 pag.440. 
Epiftle to the Church of Alexandria, they pray them oe Paces 
to give their Suffrage to the Councils determinations (C): pin aa i 
Which, had it been writ to the Pope, would have made col.z, | a 
his Creatures fufficiently triumph. I obferve alfov, ()La.p.670. i 
that upon the mention of the Church of Theffalonica in 3” P28-439> 

the 20th Canon, the Notes pretend , that this Church cohz. 

had an efpecial regard then , becaufe the Bifhop of it 

was the Pope’s Legate; yet the firft proof they give,is, . 

that Pope Leo made Axastafius of Theffalonica his Legate 
anhundred yearsafter; and hence (they fay) Bellarmine (A) bab pi62 i 
aptly proves the Popes Supremacy (d): But the Intererices 2;,, RES te ed 
are as ridiculous as they are falfe, and they get noadvan- col. mah 
tage either to their Supremacy or Appeals by this bd 
Ceuncil.. | §.22, The. . 


AN 


An.Dom.3 48. 


(ce) Lab.p.7 13. 


Bin. pag.5 4.6. 
€ol.1. 


Cf )Bavon, An, 


3594.16. 
Lab.p.72X1. 
Bin, pag.459e 
col.1. 


(g)Hofii Epift. 
ap.Baron. An. 
355.§.661. 


or eee = oa oe A ay? ; 
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§.22. ‘The firft Council of Carthage was appointed to 
fupprefs that dangerous Se&. of the Donatifts; and 
though it bear the Title of under Fulius, yet this pre- 
tended univerfal Monarch is not mentioned by the 
Council, or by any ancient Author, as having any 
hand in this great Work, which was managed by Gratus 
Bithop of Carthage, and by the Emperours Legates (e). 
In this Council were made fourteen excellent Canons, 
which pofiibly the Romanifts may rejeét, becaufe they 
never asked the Popes confentto hold this Council, nor 
defired his confirmation to their Canons; and whereas 
the Editors tellus, Pope Leo the 4+b (who lived five 
hundred years after) approved of this Council , we 
muft obferve that the Catholic Church had put them 
into their Code, and received them for Authentic long 
before, without ftaying for any Approbation from the 
Bifhopof Rome. : 

Soon after this, there was a Council at AGlan, of 
which there was no mention, but only in the Synodical 
Letter of the Bifhops met at Ariminum , An.259.(f) 5 
who fay , that the Presbyters of Rome were prefent at 
it; they fay not, Prefidents of it: And there it feems 
Urfacius and Valens , two Arian Heretics, abjured their 
Herefie, and recanted their talfe Evidence againft 
Athanafivs. And either betore or after this Synod (it 
is not certain whether) they. went to Rome, and in 
writing delivered their Recantation to Pope Fulius (g), 
before whom they had falfly acculed Athanajius , and 
who was the Arbitrator chofemto hear that Caufe, and 
fo not as Pope, but asachofen Judge in that café, was 
fitteft to receive thefe mens Confetlions: Yet hence the 
Notes make this Inference , That fince this matter was 
greater, than that a Synod at Milan (though the Roman 
Preshyters were prefent ) could difpatch it, and left the 
ancient Cuftom of the Catholic Church {hould be broken, viz. 
for eminent Heretics to abjure their Herefies only at Rome, 
and be received intoCommunion by the Pope ; they fent them 
to Julius, that having before him offered their Penitential 
Letter, 
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Letter, they might make their Confeffiong the whole Roman 
Church looking on. All which is their own Invention ; 
for the Authors from whom alone they have the notice 
of this Council fay nothing of this kind, and icis very 
certain that there was atthis time, no cuftom at all for 
Heretics to abjure at Rome, more than at any other 
place, many Heretics being frequently reconciled ac 
other Churches. There wasalfo a peculiar reafon why 
thefe two Heretics went thither, and it cannot be 
proved that this Council fent them; fo that thefe are 
Porgeries, devifed to fupport their dear Supremacy, and 
fo we leave them: Only noting, That the Editors are 
not fo happy in their Memory as their Invention ; for 
the next Page fhews usa Council at Ferulalem, wherein 
many Bifhops (who had defcribed the Condemnation 
of Athanafius, and therefore no doubt were Arians) 
repented and recanted, and fo were reftored to the 
Churches Communion, without the trouble of going 
to Rome on this Errant. 

A Council at Colen follows next, which they fay was 
in Julius bis time , and under Julius; yet the Notes fay, 
they know not the time when it was held, only the 
Bifhops there aflembled depofed a Bifhop for Herefie 
by their own Authority, without ftaying for the Pcpe’s 
Advice, though they were then about to fend a Mef 
fenger to Rome to pray for them; {fo little was the Popes 
Confent thought needful in that Age; and perhaps it 
isin order to conceal this feeming negle&, that the 
Notes (4) (after they have approved far more impro- 
bable Stories, which make for the honour of their 
Church) reject the report of this Meflage to the Prince 
of the Apoftles as fabulous, and we are not concerned 
to vindicate it, 

The laft Council which they ftyle under Fulius , was 
at Va/atis, or Bazas in France; yet the Notes affirm, 
That Nectarius prefided in it, the timeof it very uncer- 


tain (i), and the Phrafes ufed inthe Canons of it, thew (i)Z4b.p.728. 
Befides this Council faith, 3/”-P28-464 


it to be of much later date. 
Tbe Gloria-Patri was fung after the Pfalms in all the 
Q: Eaftern 


(h) Bin. Not. 
p- 463. col.2. 


col,1,8 2. - 


114 Roman Forgeries in the Councils. Part IL. 


Eaftern Churches ;*but Fo. Caffian, who came out of the 
Eaft in the next Century, faich, He bad never beard this 
(k) Bin.Not. = Flymn fung after the Pfalms in the Eaftern Churches (k): 
in Epitt.Damaf. Wherefore it is probable this Council was celebrated 
& Hieron. bare = 
pag.so6.colt. atter Caffian’s time , when the Greek Churches had 
learned this Cuftom; and yet thefe Editors place it a 
whole Century too foon, becaufe they would have ts 
think chat cuftom here mentioned , of remembring the 
Pope in their daily Prayers, was as ancient as the wrong 
date here affigned. In Labbé’s Edition here 1s added an 
729-account (1) of three Councils againit Photésxusjon which 
39 we need make no Remarks. 


An.Dom. 352. .. §23- Pope Liberties fucceeded Fulins, whofe Life with 
the Nores upon it are very diverting, if we oblerve 
the Shifts and Artifices ufed by the Roman Parafites 
fo excufe him from Herefie. The Pontifical faith, He 
avas banifhed three years by Conftantius, for not confenting 
tothe Atians, in whofe place Foelix was Ordained , and he 
in a Council condemned Uriacius and Valens, two Arian 
Bilbops, who in Revenge petitioned Conftantius to revoke 
Liberius; and he being thus reftored, confented to the Ari- 
ans and the Emperour, fo far as to perfecute and Martyr 
the Catholics, and bis Rival Feelix beimg a Catholic, was 
depojed. But this Fable is not fine enough for the 
Palates of Baronius and Binius, who are to drefs a Story. 
to make the Reader believe, that neither Lzberius nor 
Felix erred in Faith while they were Popes.. To con- 

(my Nor.ag | fuce which let it be confidered, that. Bimims confefieth, — 

7 Ep. Liber,  Liberius confenred to the depriving of Athanafius, admitted 

Lab.pag.751. Arians to bw Communun , and {ubfcribed an Arian Con-.. 

ie ch feffion of Faith; as Athanafius, Hilary asd Hierom, 

(n) Vid. Spala ane (Mm) 5 and there are Arguments unaniwerable 

de rep. Eccl..7. CO PrOVes he was an Arian while he was Pope (2); -yea, 

€ap. $. Binius in his own Notes twice confelleth, That be un- 

Soe ee are addy That bv Pell ee 

\Labpjag, dpance the macter, he adds, 1h y bis Fall de ical a 
vile Blot on bis Life and Manners; and the Notes on the 


Bin.pag-466. 4. es th 
col, 2. Sirmian Council lay, By offending againje the Confefion of 
| Meus Faith, 


SIREN Rain ERR ern EAE 2 
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Faith , and the Law of fuftice , be caft a moft bafe Blot 
on bis Life and Manners (q). What can be moré ridi- (q) Lab. p783. 
culous! He erred in Faith, and fub{fcribed the Arian 4+-pag.479- 
Confeflion, therefore the blot was upon his Faith; this “* 

did not concern his Life and Manners. That Abfurd 

Phrafe is a meer blind to keep the Reader from dif? 
vering a Pope turning Heretic: To which end the 
impudently fay, 7 # « fal[e Calumny of the Heretics to 

fay, Liberius was infected with the Arian Herefe (r). Bat Labp.1 4.6 
Lask,Whether Athanafius, S. Hilary and S. Hierom (who Rea ih 
affirm this) were Heretics? Or was Platina an Here- 

tic. who faith, Liberius dd im all things agree with the 

Heretics : Yo which the fame Forgers have added, [{ 4s 

ome would have it ; | but thofe are not Photinus words, 

who faith foon after, He was of the [awe Opinion with 

the Arians (s). And furely the Catholic People of Rome * Platin, in 
+n his time took him for an Arian, and'as tick WoMld eek 28 


7 


have no communion with him, and therefore we co eaten 
clude he was an Arian. As for Felix, who was put into Rome cepit de. 
his place, Baronivs and Bintis would excufe him by a clarare Lile- 
fal(c Latin Verfion of Socrates, faying, He was addicted "0 Hereti- 
to the Arian Se; but the Original Greek exprefly de- en rain’) 
clares, He was in Opinion an Arian (t). And it is certain, @r¥ tena 
He was chofen by the Avians, and communicated with then, aséu. Socrat. 
Or daining Arians to be Pri 
tholic People at Rome avoided his communion , and 
S Hierom faith, He was an Avian. As for the Story of 
his condemning Urfacivs and Valens, two of that Sect, 
there is no better Authority for it, than the fabulous 
Pontifical. So that atcer all the devices of Bedarmim, 1745 
Fi = Tee, (Wee. D742. 

Baronins and Bivins (u), to fave their Churches Infalli- gin pag. 466. 
bility, we have two Popes at once falling fo notorioufly col. 1,8 2» 
into the Arian Herefie , that the Lay-people difowned : 
their Communion: This is more than fufpicion of 

arefie in S.Peter’s Chair,and proves,that their infallible 


Guides for fome years were Avian Heretics. 


For this Liberius divers Epiitles are publifhed , with a 
(w) Lab. P-744> 


Preface before them, which faith , Two of thens were 
; J » pages67. 
feigned by the Arians Qu) 5 ye thefe tro are found in the col.t, 

> 2 


Frag- 
«2 


efts; and therefore the Ca- lib. 2. cap. 29. 
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Fragments of SUilary, among which it is not probable 
there {hould be any Fiction of the Arians. So that it is 
very likely thefe two Epittles are genuine, but rejeéted 
by thefe Sycophants of Rome, becaufe they tell an un- 
grateful Truth, wz. That Liberius did condemn Athana- 
fis foon after he was made Pope. And if we confider 
how inconftant he was, it is very probable that’ he 
might condemn Athana/ius twice, firft in the beginnin 
of his Papacy, as is faid in thefe two Epiftlesof which 
he repented, and then writ thar Tenth Eniftle, to own 
he was inCommunion with Arhanafius, and to cell him, 
If be approwed of his form of Faith, it would tend much to 
(x)Lab. p. 7555 the jetting of has Fudgment (x), which is an odd Comple- 
ag PB 47": onent from an Infallible Head. Secondly, He condemned 
a Athanafius after his Banifhment, of which more fhall be 
faid hereafter: But as to the particular Epiftles, we fhall 
note, Lhet in the firft (which they fay is genuine) Li- 
tore, Detlus.with other Bifhops petition Conftantius , to order a 
ae Gaon Council to be held at Aquileia(y); by which we fee the 
coli. Pope had not chen affirmed the power of calling Coun- 
Vid item Ep, 2. Cils. . When he writ the 76 Epiftle (which they grant 
alfo to be genuine ) no doubt he was an Arian: For he 
calls the Arian Bifhops, Hs moft Beloved Brethren , and 
declares bis Confent to their just condemning of Athanafius, 
it eihey i together with his being in Communica with them : and his 
Pin. pag.469, Tecerving their Sirmian Creed » 45 the Catholic Faith (z). 
col.2. Soin the XIth Epiftle (which is. certainly genuine and 
(a) Secrar.hitt. recorded by Sccrates (a), ) the Notes.confels, be was fo 
libde CAP. 13. ete, as-to recerve tbe Semi-Arians to Communion, and to 
commend their Faith , as the fame which was decreed at 
Nice: But it is grofs Flattery, to call this only, Being too 
eafie; it wasin-plain terms, Being deceived, and erring iB: 
(b)Labp.757. Matters of Faith; which {poils their Infallibility ¢b), as 
ay P6472" it alfo doth their Univeral Supremacy ; for Liberius in. 
cols. 3 : Ae i ae gt 
the fame Epiltle to call himfelf, Bifhop of Italy ( referring: 
only to the Suburbicarian Regions) and faying, Hewes 
the meaneft of Bifhops, and rejoyced that thofe in the Eaft . 
did (not fubmit tohim, but) agree with him in Matters of 
Faith, Wherefore the XIzh or. (as Labbé calls it) the 


XIV+s4. 
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XIV+h Epiftle, which is writ to all Bifhops, as manifeHly — 


forged (c): And fo:are the two next, from Liberius to (c) Ep.14.Labe- 


Athanafius, and from Athanafius to Liberius ,.as both P8-760- 
Labbé and Binius confefs (d); yet in one of thefe the P.'* 3” 


42.472. col.2: 
Pope brags of bis Authority over the Univer{al Church : (sseb ay 


: d)Lab.p.7 63. 
But the Forger was fo bad at Chronology,that while he ain. in Notis 


{trives to. make this Pope look like an Orchodox Friend of pag.474. col.2.. 


Atbhanafius he abfurdly brings him in, even under Fulian 

or Valens (in one of whofe Reigns this Epiftle was 

written, ) threatning Offenders with the Emperours In- 

dignation, with Deprivation, yea, with Profcription , Ba- 

nilhment and Stripes(e). I need not mention thofe De- (¢)L4?.p.767.. 
crees which are attributed to Liberivs, whofe Style be- sii Aa phet 
traysthem, and fhews they belong to the later Ages, 
and are placed here by the Colledtors, only to make. 
them feem more ancient than really they are. 

In Liberius’s firtt year it is faid, There was a Council called 


.at Rome by thes Pope,to clear Athanafius(f); yet being fen- areas 


518. Pag.a7 se. 
col,..1. 


fible that their Authority would fignifie very little,they all 
agreed to petition the Emperour for a Council to Meet 
at Aquileia, to confirm what they had done at Reme. 
Anno 355. there was a Council at Milan, the Editors 
call it, A General Council, becaufe it was with Conftantius 
permiffion , called by Liberius , whofe Legates alfo were 
prefent at it (g). But herein they grofly falfifie, for Sozo- (g)Lab.p.772. 
men declares, That Conftantius fummoned all the Bifhops Bi. pag.476. 
to Milan(4); and Baronius faith , The Emperoar called eee 
them together (i). Therefore if this was a General ji. 4 cap.8, 
Council, it was called by the. Emperour, and not by socrar. lib2«: 
the Pope: Inthe Notes on this Synod they fay, Con- cap. 29. 
ftantius being yer a Catechumen, ought not to be prefent at “) Baron An. 
a lawful Council. But. this is Baronius. his device , to 35% 3s 
colour over the Forgery of Con/tantine’s. Baptifm before 

the Council of Nice, there being no Canon forbidding 

a Catechumen to be prefent in a Council, or in a. 

Church, except only while the Sacrament: was cele- 

brating ; fo that if Confantins had been bound by an. 
Ecclefiaftical-Canon, there being no Canon to hinder 

his prefence in this Council, Baronias affigns a te 

caus 
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‘caufe of his abfence. Again, the Notes do very falfly 
Tuppote, That Feelix, ‘though. chofen by the Arians, was @ 
(k) Labp.773. Catholic Pope (k): For he was Ordained by three driaz 
(1) Athanaf.  Bifhops at Milan,as Arhanafius declares (1); and Scerates, 
Epift.ad Selitar. 4¢ we noted before, faith, He was in Opinion an Ariati, 
Nor is it probable, when the Ariamsshad got Liberids 
“banithed, for not complying with them», they fhould 
chufe a Catholic and an Enemy into fo eminent a See; 
or that the Catholic People of Rome fhould avoid the 
communion of Felix, if he were not an Arian. Tis 
truce, Sozomen {oeaks of fome who faid, He kept to the 
Nicene Faith, and was unblameable in Religion ; yet 
he adds, ———he was accufed for ordaining Arians, and 
ae Soxome communicating with them (m). But this bare Report, 
HEP vaifed perhaps by the Arians (who {till pretended to be 
Catholics, and hold the Nicene Faith) cannot outweigh 
fuch ftrong, Reafon and Masters of Fa@ , as are here 
alledged to -prove Felix, not only a Schifmatical, but 
a : alfo an Heretical Pope. 
| The Dialogue between ConStaatius and Pope Liberius 
at Milan, (here publifhed) fhews, Thatat this time he 
refufed either to condemn Athanafius , or communicate 
with the Arians, and was banifhed into Thrace for this 
refufal: But the Reader may juftly wonder he fhould 
‘hever mention his Supremacy and Univerfal Authority, 
when Constantius asked him, If he were {0 confiderable a 
part of the World, that be would alone ftand for Athana- 
ra) Tb fus ; and when he advifed him, to embrace the Commu- 
Bini, we " mion of the Churches (n), how properly mighr he have 
ir here told htm, he wes Head of all Churches., and thofe 
who did not communicate with him were no Churches? 
Again, Why doth this Pope offer to go to Alexandria, 
and hear Athanafius’s caute there,which had been twice 
judged at Rome? Surely he knew necthing of thefe 
laft and higheft Appeals in all Caufes: The Popes of 
after-Ages claimed this as a right of their See; yet ic 
muft be granted, that Liberiss was ignorant of that 
priviledge. . 


§.2.4+ Lhe 
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624. "The Council at Sirmium was called by Conffan- AnDom. 357, 
fius, and confilted of Arian Bifhops, who though they 
condemned Photinus his grofs Herefie , yet would not 
put the word Con/ubftantial into any of the three 
Creeds, which they here compofed, however the Edi- 
tors call it, A General Council partly rejected: Perhaps, 
becaufe Pope Liverins tartan it, who here openly 
Fell into the Arian Herefie; and that, not by con- 
ftraint (as the Notes pretend (0)): For out of his Ba- oh Lab. B83: 
nifhment he writ to the Eaftern Bifhops, affuring them he Raeaht 
he had condemned Athanafius , and would communi- 
cate with them in their form of Faith, and therefore 
he defired them to intercede for his releafe and relti- 
tution to his Bifhopric. The ambition of regalning , 
ri . é : p) Baro, Ath 
which great place was the caufe of his Fall (~)s 3 357.6.33,34 
Baronius confefleth; and though that Author had & 35. 
produced divers Ancient Writers exprefly teftifying, () Baron ibid. 
That he {ubfcribed Herefie(q). Yet a little after he again 5- 3% 
denies, that Liberius was ax Heretic ; pretending, that 
he only fign’d the firft Conteflion.of Sirmium, which 
was not downright Herefie (x). Though elfewhere he (1) Idabid$.57- 
faith, Athanafius rejected all thefe Avian Forms (which 
wanted , Con[ubftantial ) as Heretical (s), and declares (s) Baron. Ane 
that the Catholic People of Rome efteemed Liberius to *? la 
be an Heretic, and would not have Communion with 
him, for which he cruelly perfécuted them. “Nay, he 
brags of it as a fingular Providence, that Felix (who 
was a Schifmatical Pope in his Exile ) upon Labertss’s 
Fall , faddenly became a Catholic and a lawful Pope, 
which fill’ fuppofés Liberins was ‘an Heretic , as doth 
alfo’ Baronias Wis Fition of Liberins’s Speedy Repen- 
tance, and Félix his dying foon’ after his Adverfaries - 
return to Rome: For the Writers of that Age fay, Falx 0) srayeotin 
livedeight years after (r); and for Liberias his Repen- aq raup. & 
tance’, though many Authors exprefly {peak of his Hiern Chronic. 
falling into Herefie, none are-very clear in his return 


ing, or however , none fippofe it to be fo long before wu 


his Death), ‘as. Baronivs doth ; whofe defign in this 


SOAR ES een 


Hiftory iM 


pa 
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’ Hiftory is not to ferve Truth, but to clear S.Peter’s 

Chair from the impuration of Herefie > and therefore 

(u) Baron.An, he makes this out chiefly by Conje@ures (u).-The telti- 
357-$- 59-— monies of Damafus and Siricis being parties and partial 
a’—$53- for the honour of their own See, are no good Evidence 
if they did {peak of his early Repentance; but Damafus 

only faith , The Bifhop of Rome. did wot confent to the 

Faith of Ariminum: Baronius adds, This.was Liberius. 

Hf reply, That Dawa/us-was of Felix his party , before 

his own advancement to be Pope, and {fo itis more 

probable that he meant Felix. Again, the Catholic 

Bithop’s Letter from Ariminum only fays, The Arian 

(w) Sozom,  -Decrees created dijcord at Rome (ow); that is, there were 
lib.4. cap.17.. then two Factions there,oneof which(and probably that 
of Liberias) did agree to thefe Decrees, the other-re- 
jected them. Baroniws adds to the Bithops Letter, 

———thefe Decrees created Fathions , becaufe the Pope. of 
Rome oppofed them : But this will not clear Liberius, fince 
both Factions were-headed by a Pope. Baronius goes 
on totellus, that Sozomen affirms, Liberius was turned 
out of bis Church, for not confenting tothe Faith at Arimi- 
num (x). J Anfwer, Sozomen mult be miftaken in this, 
unlefs we feign a double Exile of Liberius, which no 
good Author mentions, and’ which Baronigs will not 
allow. As for the Epiftls of Liberius to Athanafius, it 
was writ no doubt before he had condemned him, or 
elfe he ought to have confetled his Fault, as well as his 
Faith to that greatMan. I grant Socrates doth fay,That 


(x) Idicap.1 8. 


ty) Secrar. lib.g. Leiberius required the Semi-Arians and Macedonians » to 


Cp... confent to the Nicene Faith in the time ef Valens ()3 
but this was Nine years after his return, and not long 
before his Death, yet then Liberius was impofed on in 
Matters of Faith by thefe Bifhops, whom he calls Orrho- 
dox; for they were itill Heretical, and did not heartily 
agree to the Nicene Faith, fo that his Infallibility was 
deceived: And though. S. Ambrofe call Liberius [ Of 

Vid. Barow. An- Lappy Memory | where he cites a Sermon of his; that is 

pee a Phrafe which the Primitive Charity.ufed of fome 

cr aCe 46. Men not altogether Orthodox *: Bur it- is 7 i 
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judice to Liberias his Repentance, that though 4rhana- 
fius {peak of him as having been once his Friend, and 
report his Apoftacy, yet he never mentions his turning 
Catholic again. Wherefore we conclude, that all thefe 
Fictions, and falfifying of Evidence and flight Conje- 
tures in Baronius and the Notes, are intended only to 
blind the Reader, and hinder his finding out an Here- 
tical Pope, whofe Fall is clear, his continuance in his 
Herefie very probable ; and his Repentance (if it be 
true) came too late to fave his Churches Infallibility, 
though ic might be foon enough to fave his owa 
Soul. 
The Editors ftyle tke Council at Ariminum, A Gene- An.Dom. 359. 
ral Council, and yet dare not fay,asulually, a#der Libe- 
rius, who had no hand init, for it was called by the 
Emperour Conftantius, as all Writers agree (x); fo that (x) Sulpic. 
it feems there may be A General approwed Council (as ee 
they ftyle this (2)‘, which the Pope doth not call. ners ‘ae 
Moreover, the Emperour in his firft Epiltle orders the ain, pag.482. 
Bifhops to fend him their Decrees, that he might con- clr. 
firm them (6); and though Baronius faith this was done (b) Lad. p.794. ef 
like an Heretical Emperour, yet the Orthodox Bifhops oe Page a 
obrved his Order, and callit, Obeying the Command of ley Baran, pe we) 
God , and his Pious Edict (c): Wherefore this General 359. §.6. & ed 
Council was both called and confirmed by the Empe: $-15- 
rour. Again, Conftantiss in his Epiftie declares , It was 
unareafonable to determine any thing ina Western Council 
against the Eastern Bifbops. Whence it appears , he 
knew nothing of the Weftern Patriarchs claiming an 
Univerfal Supremacy over all the Churches, both of the Hl 
Ea and Weft; and for this Reafon, Baronins leaves 
this genuine Epiitie (recorded in S.Hilary’s Fragments) 
out of his Annals: We have alfo noted before, that 
though the Orthodox Bifhops in this Council (who 
mutt know the matter) fay, Tat Conftantine was Bap- (d) Theod. lib.2. 
tized after the Council at Nice, and {oon after his Baptifm cap-19. | 
tranflated to his deferved Reft , as the Ancient Hiftoriahs $17: lit-«. ih 
read that Pailage, and the Senfe of the piace fhews Pe ee a 
they could mean it of none but Confrantine (d); yet eee ; | 
| Baronins Hi) & 


(e) Baron.An. 


35.9:§.65. 


(f)Lab.p.809. 


Binypag. 487. 


‘Pas 


col, I. 
Baron. An. 362. 
pag-73: 
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Baronius corrupts the Text, and reads Con/fams inftead 
of Con/Fantine, only to fupport the Fable of Conftantine’s 
being Baptized by Sylwefter at Rome , and the Editors 
follow him in that grof Corruption: For they examine 
nothing which ferves the Intereft of Rome. “As for the 
Arian Synods this year at Seleucia and Conftantinople, I 
need make no Remarks on them, becaufe the Pope is 
not named in them, and fo there is no occafion for 
them to feign any thing. Only one Forgery of &aro- 
mins mult not be pafied over: That when Cyril of 
EHterufalem was Gevoled by an sdrian Synod , he is {aid 
to have appealed to greater Judges, and yet he never 
named the Pope ; the reafon of which (Baronius faith) 
was, becanfe the True Pope Libetius was then in Banilh- 
ment (e); but hath he not often afferted Felix wasa 
Catholic, and if Cyril had thoughe fic, might he noc 
have appealed to him? But it is plain by Sccrates,that 
Cyril meant to appeal to the Emperour and his Dele- 
gates, as all injured Bifhops in that Age had uled 
to do. 


§. 25. Upon the refticution of Arhanafius from his 
third Exile after the death of George the Arian Bithop, 
he called a Council of Bifhops atAlexandria,for deciding 
jome differences among the Catholics about the mannet 
of explaining the Trinity, and to agree on what terms 
Recanting Arians were to be received into the Church, 
And though neither Arbanafixs, nor any ancient Hifto- 


this Synod, writes their Synodical Letter to Enfebius, 
Lucifer 
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Luci} er and other Bifhops which pio be they 
were aDient though it feems by Ruffinus, that Eufebius 
came afterwards, and fubfcribed to cle hac ‘Beed 
agreed in the Council, and was ‘by the Authority of 
this Council (not of the Po pe) fene into the Ealt to 
procure peace among. thofe Churches: Nor have they 
any one ‘Author to prove either he or Luctfer were the 
Pope’s schateue nor any reafon, but becaufe they were 
employed in great A@ions , though in that Age Ctis 
plain) the I Popes were little concerned in any eminent 
buf inefs. Moreover, they bring in a Fragment of an 
Epiftle , writ (according to the Ancient ‘Cuftom) by 
Liberius at his Entrance into the See of Rome , to fhew 
his Faith to Athanafius, as if it sii written now, 
meerly to impofe on the Reader a falfe Notion of his 
being at this time Orthodox, and concerned in this 
Synod. Tl my alfo cite a another Epiftle of Arhanafias, 
to certifie Liberius what wasdo one here ; but that Epiftle 
is No where e: xtant in Athanaf iuss Works,but is cited out 
of the Aa ts of si cond Nicene Cou neil, where there 
“are more Fo oe ‘ie ia aed genuine ‘rads quoted ; and 
befides, the Epit ftle is directed not to the Pope, but to 
one Ruffinianus, 2 and only mentions the Roman Churches 
approving what was done here; but the Epiftle being 
fat picious, it is no good Evidénde, and we conclude 
with Nazianzen, That Achanafits ix the Synod gave 
Laws to the whole World (g): And Pope Liberius had no (g) Beron.An, 
handinit. ° 62. 
About this time’ there were divers Councils called in 
France by 8. Hilary Bifhop of Poiéiers , and the Catholic 
Faith was fetled in them, one of which was held at 
Paris, and the Synodical retin is extant (hb); yet the (h)Lab,p.821, 
Pope is never named in it. ‘Nor yet in that Orthodox 7’ P48 49% 
Synod at AlexanWria , Gait erein Athanafius and his Suf- °°" 
fragan Bi fhops prefented a Confeffion of their Faith to ay Lab tua 
Fovian, then newly made E mperour (4), which { lhews, Bin. m8 4.90. 
that Liberins either was an Heretic at this time, or elfe col. 2 
that he was very inconfiderable: So that it is a ftrange 
Arrogance in the Editors to fay, that the Second Council 


2 ot 


T24 Roman Forgeries in the Councils. Part Il. 


(k)Lebps2¢, at Antioch was under Liberius(k), when the very 
Fim p.49t. Notes fay , it was called together by Meletins , and ob- 
col. 1. {i , : . “ye 

erve, that many Arian Bifhops did there recant their 
Herefie; a thing, which a little before they pretended 
could be done no where but at Rome, in the Popes 
Prefence. 

Upon Valentinian’s advancement to the Empire, the 
Eaftern Bifhops petition him to call a Council, and he 
(being then very bufie) told them , they might call ic 
where they pleafed: Which the Editors pretend was a4 
declining to meddle in Church Affairs, beimg a Lay-man: 
But the Bifhops Petition, and his giving them liberty, 
fhews, that the right of calling Councils was imhim , and. 
fo was alio the confirming them, as appears from the. 
Bifhops fending the Acts of ths Council (at Lamp/acus) to. 
(I) Soxomlib.6. toe Emperour Valens to be confirmed (1). ‘Lhe fame Bifhops . 
cap.7. alfo fent their Legates with Letters to the Weftern. 

Bithops, and particularly to Liberius Bifhop of Rome, 
hoping Valentinian the other Emperour had beenin that. 
City; but he being abfent, thefe Legates, perfwaded. 
Liberius they were Orthodox; upon which he wric. 
back Lettersin hisown Name, and inthe Name of the- 
other Weftern Bifhops, to own them for good. Catho- 
(m) Seerathit, lics(#). Whence we may note, Firft, That the Eaftern. 
libg capi. Bifhop’s Letter ftyles the Pope no more but Collegwe and, 
Brother. Secondly, That Libcrims calls himfelt only. 
Bifhop of Italy, Liberius Ep. Italie , & alti Occidentis 
Epifccpi: But Bareniws alters the Pointing, Liberius Ep: 
feopus, Italie & alii, &c. by that Trick , hoping to con- 
(m) Ep.11, eal this mean Title (#).. Thirdly , The Pope here. 
Liberis ap. Bin, faith, He was the leaft of all Bifhops,, and was glad their 


An. Don. 365. 


P.472. Opinion agreed with his and the reft of the Weftern 
Barm. An.365- Bithops. Fourthly, Yet after all. thefe very Eaftern. 
pag. 153. Bifhops were of the Macedonian partya as the Title of 


et ut their Letter in Socrates fhews (0 ). Baronius, indeed 


leaves thefe words out of the Title, but he confefles 
they were Semi-drians: So that the Popes Infallibilicy, 
(as being impofed on by Heretics in.Mattets of Faith) 
lofes more by this Embafly, than his Supremacy gains 

y 
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by it, becaufe the Legates were not {ent to him alone, 

but to all the Weftern Bifhops. Fifthly, The Notes on 

this Council (p) feign, that befides thefe Communica- (p)Lsb.p.83 0. 
tory Letters:,. Liberius writ other Letters , Commanding Bim. pag.492. 
that ejefted Bifhops fhould be reftored by the Apoftolic Au- ae ‘ 
thority: But: this is one of Baronius his Forgeries (4): oY cae 
For §.Ba/il, and alfo Sozomen, cited by the Notes on the era 
Council of Tyana (r), mention not the Legates fhewing (r)Lab.p.8 36. 
any other Letters at their return into the Eaft, but only 4”. pag 494. 
the Gommunicatory Letters; and fince it appeared by col. 1. 

them, that the Weftern Bifhops judged them Orthodox, 

their Eaftern Brethren did reftore them: And fo alfo 

thefe Legates got the approbation of a Council in 

Sicily, as they were returning home; for the Sicilian 

Bifhops by miftake took them for Orthodox, when ‘al 
they {aw the reft of the Weftern Bifhops owned their \ | . 


Communion with them, and fo approved their Con- 
feffion of Faith; and therefore it is very. impertinent 
in the Notes to fay on this occafion (s), That the Autho-(s) Concil. 
rity of the Pope was fo great, that. if be admitted even Sicilia, Lab. & 
fulpected Heretics to bis Communion , none prefumed to Bim. fupr. 
reject them, Whereas we know that afterwards, the 
People of Rome rejected even the Pope himfelf, for 
communicating with Semi-Arians. 

The next thing which occurs is a Synod in Wyricum, 
Convened at the requeft of Exfebius Bifhop of Sebaftia, 
one of the Eaftern Legates, who (while his Fellows 
ftayed at. Rome ) went into that Country , and pre- 
vailed with the Bifhops aflembled there , to fend E/ps- 
dius a Brother and Collegue of their own, with a Syno- rial 
dical Letter to the Eaftern Bifhops ; declaring, they 
would communicate with them, if their Faith was the . 
fame with that of Nice. Now though this.Synod. do. 
not mention the Pope, yet Baronius and the Notes-feign, (ivi ae 
That Elpidius was the bones Legate (t); whereas the 3,, sage oa 
Synod, the Emperours Letter, and Theodoret (from Bare. An.36$s- oy 
whom this Story is taken) mention Elpidius only as a pag.tss. ey 
Meffenger fent from this Council. . wet 


When 


oven eal 
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When thefe Eaftern Legates returned home ,’ there 


(u)Lab.p.236, was a Council called at Tyanain Cz adccia(u), whetein 
P J J 


Bin-page4g94e 
cole. 


(w) Labp.8 43. 
Bin, pag. 490+ 


col. 2. 


(x) Lab. p.742 


Bin.pag.466. 
col.t. 


they fhewed the Communicatory Letters which they 
had fraudulently obtained in the Welt; upon which 
Letters, thofe who had been ejeéed as Heretics, and 
particularly Eufathins of Sebaftia, were reftored to their 
Sees; but neither Sozomen nor § - Bafil {ay,this was done 
by any fpecial Letters of Liberius, or by any Command 
of his; yet if ic had been fo, this would {poil this Popes 
Infallibility , ic being certain thefe reftored Bifhops 
were Heretics, who Liberius, poor Man! thought to be 
good Catholics, and he hath the more to an{wer for, if 
this were done not by his Confent alone,but by his Com- 
mand alfo, 

After this we have the Life of Pope Felix ; about 
whom they differ fo much, that nothing is plain in his 
Story, but this, that little of him is certainly known. 
The Pontifical in Liberius Life ith , He died in peace ; 
but here ic faith, He was Martyred by Conftantius , for 
declaring him an Heretic » and one who was rebaptized by 
Eufebius of Nicomedia: Yet Conftantins was not. Bap- 
tized at all till after Felix his pretended Martyrdom, 
and he was Baptized then (not by Eufebius, but) by one 
Euxoius. Again, The Pontifical allows him but to fit 
One year and three months, and the Notes fay , This ss 
right, computing from Liberius Fall to his Return; whieh 
( as Sozomen afirms ) was burt Little before Foslix ba 
Death(w): Whereas thefe very Notes tellus, a little 
before, that Liberius was above too years in Exile (x); 
therefore if he lived but a fimall time after Liberius’s 
return , he muft fit above two years: But Marcellinus 
(who writ in that Age) tells us, Foelix lived eight years 
after Liberius was reftored; Which Barenius and the 
Notes would conceal , to hide the Scandal that: their 
Church muft get by a long Schifin , and by an Here- 
tical Pope, of whom they will needs make a Martyr, 
only upon the Credit of the Pontifical, and a modern 
fallacious Infcription, pretended to be found at Reme 
many Ages after, belonging to fome Falix » but which 
of them they know not. ae 
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The Epifties afcribed to this Pope contain fo many 
and fo grofs Untruths, that Labbe notes, They are dif- 
carded by Baronius and other Learned Men, as Vfidores 
Wares(y); adding, That the third Epiftle was ftollen /y) 2o2.Marg. 
from Pope Martin the Firft,in his Lateran Council (2). P+ 844,8& 849. 
And though Bivius very oiten cite che two firft Epiftles, 14. Marg. 
yet in his Notes on them he owns , they are of no Ss pbaey) 
credit(a):For they Forge many Canons as made at Nice, gin, gaia 
and tell that idle ftory of the true Copies of the Nicene colt. | 
Canons being burnt by the Arians (b). But it is certain (>) Refer-hift 
the Forger of thefe Epiitles was a Creature of the Soe Reap 
Popes, becaufe the Infcriptions of them are f{tuffed with te 
falfe and flattering Titles, and the Body of them nau- 
feoufly and ridiculoufly prefs the Supremacy, and the. 


Univerfal Empire of the Roman Church. 


§. 26. The entrance of Damafus into the Papacy An.Dom, 367. 
was not without Blood , for the People were divided, 
and fome ftanding for Damafus, others for Urjicinas, 
Damafus his Party being ftronger , flew many of their 
Adverfaries in a Church, as all the Writers of that Age - 
teftifie(c); and though Ammianus be a Pagan Hiftorian, (c) 4.Marcel 
yet it is very probable which he writes, that ic was not 7.17. 
Zeal, but the ambition of. living high and great giigt 5 
that made Men contend fo fiercely for the Papacy 5 ase 
for S. Bafil himfelf aboue this time taxes the Roman citron, 
Church with Pride ; and S. Hiercas , the great Friend 
of that Church , often refle&ts upon the pomp and 
luxury of the Clergy there: So that the Notes on 
Damafus his Life do but glory in their Churches. 
fhame , when from thefe Authors they boaft of the 
Magnificence and Majefty of the Papacy (d). The SUN Sa: 
Fabulous Pontifical was for many Ages pretended to be re tas 
writ by this Damafus , and he who torged the Decretal 
Epiftles, invented one to Aurelius Bithop of Carthage (€)5 (e)Lab.p.862. 
wherein Damafus is feigned to fend him (at his Requeft) Bim. pag. 503: 
all the Epiftles writ by the Popes from S. Peter , to his col. 
time, and this of old was the Preface to the Decretal 
Epiftles; but the Forgery is fo grofs that Bimius rejects 
it, 


ee 
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it, andif his.affection for-the Papacy had not biaffed 
him, he would alfo have rejected all the Epiftles, which 
are as errant Forgeries as this-Preface. The firft and 
‘fecond Epiftles written in Damafus his Name to Paulinus, 
and the Eaftern Bifhops, are fufpicious. The third 
Epiftle of Damafus to Hicrom is evidently Forged by 
fone ‘illiterate Monk; but S. Hierom’s Anfwer f2ems to 
\£) Lab. p.g6g, be genuine; yet the Notes reject it (f) for no other 
Bin. pag.so6. reafon, but becaufe it truly fuppofes the Pope and his 
colt. Clergy were fo ignorant, as to need S,Hiercm’s help to 
make them underftand the Pfalims , and affirms, that 
Rome obeyed his directions in finging the Plalms , and 
adding the Gloria Patri to them; whereas whoever 
confiders the Learning and Authority of S.Hierom in 
that Age, will not think it at all improbable, that he 
fhould teach the Roman Bifhop., And Binius is forced 
to cite this Epiftle wrong in his Notes, to get a feeming 
Argument againft ic; for the Epittle doth not advife 
then to fing the Gloria Patri aftcr the manner of the Eaft 
(ashe quotes it ;) but to fing it, to fhew their Confent to the 
Nicene Faith. The fourth Epiltle of Damafus, to 
Stephen Archbifhop of the Council of Mauritania, with 
Stephen's Epiftte to him, are owned by Labbé to be 
(g) LabMarg. both {purious(g). But fince they magnifie che Popes 
Bee sec, Supremacy, Binius juftifies them both ; for whofe con- 
ee: futation let it be noted , 1. That it is abfird to {tyle a 
Man Archbilhop of a Council: Secondly, That in this 
Epiltle is quoted a forged Epiltle of Felix, owned by 
th) Binp.499. Binius himfelf to be {purious (4): Thirdly, That place 
of Marb. XVI. is falfly quoted here, and thus read, 
Thou art Peter, and upon thy foundation will I fet the 
Pillars (that is, the Bifhops) of the Church: Fourthly, The 
later of them is dated with Flavius and Stillico, who 
were not Confuls till Damafus had been in his Grave 
full twenty year,as Labbéconfelles; wherefore we juttly 
difcard thefé grofs Forgeries devifed of old, and de- 
fended now only to fipport the Popes ufurped Power, 
The fifth Epiffle fays, The Institution of the Chorepi- 
Scopi was very wicked and extreme evil ; yet Rreinnes 
after 
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after it owns, they were appointed in imitatien of the LXX 
Difciples, and were at. first neceffary for the Primitive 
Church; it isalfo dated with Libius and Theod (us, who 
were never Confuls in Damafus'stime, and finally Labbé 
owns, that much of it is {tollen out of the Epiftles of 
later Popes’); yet Bimixs will not reject ic, becaufe ity 
, + Page 509e 
hath fome kind touches for the Supremacy. The fixth 7° 
Epiftle to the Bifhops of IWyricum paffes Multer alfo 
with him, though it be dated with Swicius and Arda- 
burus, who were Contuls till 30 years after Damafus was 
dead &). The 7th Epiftle is dated with the fame Confils; 
yct Binins allowsof it, becaufe in it the Pope pretends to 
give Laws not only to /taly,but to all che World,though 
Labbé confels the Cheat , and owns it was ftollen by 
Tfidore out of Leo’s 47th Epiftice (J). So unfortunate 1s (1)Lab.p.88 3. 
their Supremacy , that whatever feems to give any 8. pag.stt. 
countenance 'to it, always proves to be Forged. The °°? 
Decrees attributed to this Pope feem to have been the 
invention of later Ages; for it is not probable Dama/us 
would have Fathered a Lye upon the Niceze Council, 
in faying , It was decreed there, that Lay-men {hould not 
meddle with Oblations (m); or that he would fay, Such (m)44b. p.8as. 
as broke the Canons, were guilty of the Sin againjt the Holy nae ps) ey 
Ghojt : Nor doth his Decree about the Pall agree to this "°° 
Age. So that Damafus’s Name hath for better credit 
been clapt to thefe Decrees by the modern Compilers, 
who are the Guides to our Editors. 

About this time the Arians having the Emperour An.Dom.3 69. 
Valens on their fide, began to grow bold; but Arhana/ius 
condemned them in Egypt by divers Synods , and upon 
his Admonition Damajus held two Synods at Rome, in 
the firlt of which,Ur/acius and Valens,two Arian Bifhops 
were condemned, and inthe later, Auxentius the Arian 
Bifhop of Milan was depofed ; not by the Popes fingle 
Authority , as the Notes and Baronius vainly pre- oes 

: - (n) Bik. p.gt2, 
tend (7), but by the common Suifrage of Ninety Bi- 5 een 
fhops affembled with him, as the words of Athanafius, Baron, An4369. 
and the very Councils Letter plainly fhew. And though pag.1 90,8, 
Baronius here. talks of the Popes fole Priviledge in de- 
pohag 
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An.Dom 373. 
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pofing Bifhops, there are innumerable Inftances of 
Bifhops di epofed without the Popes leave or knowledge ; 
and “age entius valued and bélieved Damafus his Autho- 
rity fo lictle, that notwithftanding this Sentence of the 
Pope in Council,he kept his Bithopric till his Death. 
Apollinar is having diffeminated his Herefie at Antioch, 
complaint was made t O ee afus of one Vitalis who helc 
thofe Errors; but the Pope + (who had not the gift of 
difcerning the Spirits) was impoted on by his fubferi- 
bing a. pl: uufible Confeffion of Faith , fo that he writ on 
nlf to Palins Bifhop of Antioch (0). 7 Fis true, 
at the requeft of S.Bafil, Damafus did this year joyn 
with Bin. Bith 10p Of Alexandria (who wasthen at K ome) 
lemning. 2 {pollinaras in a Roman Council (p) ; 
Naz /an%en faith, He did not tha till he hn better 
inftri ucted in the Points: For at Grit (as the Notes con- 
fels) thes Pope took Apollinaris for a picus and learned 
Adie and {o eld Communion with hin till he under Stood 


Wi S.Bafil’s third Sol bhi that he was an Heretic. 1 know 


ea 
- ay 
en 


s 


they excule this by faying, that S. Ba/il himfelf, and 

Nazianzen and S.Hierom were all at fii “i under thefame 

miftake with Damafus: But then none of thefe ever 

were pretended to be Infallible Fade es in matters of 

Faith , as Baronius holds Damafus was; fo that the 
T in 


hem is pardonable, but t upon Bibtdeas 4s Prin- 
not how Damafus his Infallibiity can be 
{ & n he was fo: lo: ne deceived by a Heretic 
and was Picea’ to be inftruéted by a private Bithup at 
laft, even in cafes of Herefie 

The next year a @olifict was held at Valentig in 
Dauphiné, the true Title of which faith , it’ was under 
Gratian and Valentinian (the Emperours;) but the 
Edirors put a new ‘Fitle over it, and fay. it was under 
Dama/us (q), who is not once named in it; the French 
vi hops there affsmbled making Canons for their own 

Churches, without asking the Popes leave, or defiring 
his Confi;mation. 


Upon the death of Valens the Arian Emperour, while 


ae - a4 bat 25 


* Lg & ¥ 
ciples I fe 
4 


Valentinian was yet very young, Gratian managed both 
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confirmed by the Pope: For which end we read in the 

Preface , That Theodofius made a Law for all to follow 

the Faith, which the Apoftle Peter delivered to the Romans, 

(x)Labp.ots. and which Pope Damatus preached (x); which thews, as if 

Bin.pag.s21. the Pope were the fole preferver of the Faith ; whereas 

the Law it felf truly cited runs thus, which Pope 

Damafis , and Peter Bifhop of Alexandria, 4 man of 

(y)Cod.Fuftin. Apoftolical Sanctity,are known to follow (y). And in aho- 

ut fupr. & ther Law of the fame Emperours next year, thofe are 

Baron. An.3 80, i ; 

pag.358. declared to be Catholics, and capable: of Benefices, 

who werein Communion with the Bifhops of Conftan- 

(z) Baron. An, tinople, Alexandria, Laodicea, Tarfus and Iconium (z); 

381-pag.384. and in that Law. neither Damafus nor Rome are menti- 

oned; which fhews, it was not the peculiar priviledge 

of any See, for its Bifhop to be made the ftandard of 

Catholic Communion, but the known Orthodox Opi- 

nion of that Bifhop who fat in this or that eminent 

Church. The reft of the Forgeries in this Council; 

will beft appear by confidering, Firft, By whom this 

Council was called: Secondly, By whom it was con- 

firmed : Thirdly, What Authority hath been aferibed 

toit: And, Fourthly, Whether the Canons and Creed 

a{cribed to it be Authentic, | r 

Firfi, As to the Calling this Council, Baronius had 

twice guefled, bur never proved that Damafzs moved 

$a paren /An: Theodofius to call it (a) ; this the Preface improves and 

o ee? 7 Aaith, It awas-called by the Emperour , not without Damatus 
pag.362. ae d : 

his Authority; and the Title before the Notes » advance 

it (till, ———gashered ({ay they) by the Authority of Pope 

-{b) Bin.p.5 40. Damatus, and the favour of Theodofius (5 ). But when 

this is tobe proved, their Evidence is, pretended: Mo. 

numents in the Vatican, that Shop of Forgertes'; the 

teftimony of later Popes in their own caufé, and fome 

very remote Conjectures and fraudulent Inferences - 

Yet at laft they affirm, That none but a pertinacious Heretic 

will affirm, that this Pious Emperour , who was moft obfer- 

(c\Lab.p.963, vant of the Sacred Canons would call this Synod (c). By 

Bin. pag.s42,. which bold Cenfure, they condemn not only all the 

“it ancient Hiftorians, but all the Fathers here aflembled 


for 
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for pertinacious Heretics: For the Councils Letter to 
Theodofins faith, We were called together by your Epistle A) ; (d)Lab.p.946. 
and when they wereto have met at Rome, they affirm, 7” Pg. 533. 
That Damatus fwmmoned them to meet there, by the Empe- 
rours Letters (e). Socrates alfo and Sozomen exprefly fay, (e) Epad Da- 
The Emperour called this Synod at Conftantinople (f). 4/4 ap.Bin, 
Theoderet *alfo doth affirm the fame (g), though the Pts’ 39 
Notes ftrive to pervert his words: But Richerius, a bear ig oe 
Learned Romanift (4) hath fully cleared this Point, sozomlib.y.c.y. 
and fhewed that Theodofins called this General Council (g) Theod. lib.5. 
by his fole Authority. And the Ads of the fixth @p.7. . 
General Council, with: Photius (cited falfly in thefe es ni 
Notes) doonly import, that the Pope.gave a fubfequent a ft ih 
conféent to it, which is no proof that he was concerned 
in calling it. 

Secondly, As tothe confirming it, the Preface and 
the Notes confidently aver, That they fent their Aéts to 
Damatis to be approved , and be did confirm them (1) 3 (i)z0b. p.917. 
yet they tell us,that Pope Gregory above 200 year after & pag.967. 
declared , That the Church of Rome as yet neither bad, Bin. pag.s215 
nor received the Acts of thzs Council. 1 know they would & 54! 
fhufle olf this Contradiction, by pretending that Da- 
matus confirmed only the Matters of Faith, not the | 
Canons: But firft, Gregory denies their having the Acts 
of this Council, and the A@s contain Matters of Faith 
as well as Cauons; Secondly , they can not fhew any 
proof, that Damafus made any diftinction: If he con- 
firmed any thing, it wasall; for if fubfequent confent 
be confirmation, then he confented to all,and confirmed 
all chat was done here. But in our Senfe of. giving an 
Authentic Charadéer to this Councils Decrees, 7heo- 
dofius alone confirmed them; for the Bifhops defire him, 
by bis Pious Edit to confirm the Decrees of thi Synod (k): (k) Lab. p46.” 
And they writ not to Damafus till the year. after B™pag.s33. 
the Synod, and their Letter was directed not to him 
alone , but to Ambrofe and other Weftern Bifhops with 
him (\); nor dotheyin it defire any confirmation from (1)rhecdorlibs, 
him or any of them, butfay, That they and all others ap.9. 
ought to approve of their Faith , and rejoyce with them i 
a 
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all the e¢ 


: , 7 es Te ‘ 
ood things which they had done ; with which Letter 


y they fent. (as was ufual) a Lranfcripe of all 
their Acts: And Photias faich, That Dainatus , Bifhop of 
(m) Photiunde Rome afterwards ag reed with the/e Bifhops, and confirmed 
7 Synod. cap.2. what they had done (m); that is, by conlenting to it, 
which is no more than every abfent Bifhop may do, 
who in a large Senfe nay be faid toconfirm a Council, 
when he agrees to.the A&@s of it after they are brought 
to him. 

Toivaly, The Authority of this Council is undou bted, 
having been ever called and accounted the Second 
al Council, and fo it is reckoned in all places 

C 


© 


Title it hadnot, as Belarmix vainly fuggefts, Because at 
the thme when this was affembled in the Eaft, the Wefrers 
Bifhops met at Rome: For that obfcure Synod is-not 
<en notice of, while this is every where celebrated, 
d at Constantinople, and confifting of one hundred 
.7 7... and fifty Bifhops , which were they who met in-the 
Cn) ata ** Eaft (2). As for Damafus, Baronius cannot prove he 
iis ' Was concerned in it, bue by we think, and we may 
(0) Baron, An, believe (0); yet he elfewhere boldly fays, Damatfus gave 
380.p359% 8 st Supreme Authority (p); and the Annotator makes it 
An.381-p.368. impoflible for any Council to be general, unlefs the Pope 
(p)ldem p.3 82 py fee Legates be there. Now he and all others call this 
A General Council: And yet he faith, That neither Pope 
Damatfis, wor his Legates were Prefidenis of it, nor was be 
or any Weftern Bifhop in it. Whence we learn, That 
there may be a General Council , at which the Pope is 
not prefent, by himfelf, nor by his Legates , and of 

which neither he nor they are Prefidents, 
Fourthly, As to the Creed and Canons here made ; 
the modern Romanifts without any proof fuppote , 
that Damafus allowed the former » and ‘not the Jatér: 
But if he ailowed the famous Creed here made, I ask, 
Whether ic then had thefe words [And Jvom the Son] 
(4) Riek ax Oh 10? If it had, why do the Notes fay, That these 
Bin.pag.s44. woras were added to it by the Bifhops of Spain ana the Au- 
col. 2. tnority of Pope Leo long after (q)? But if thefe words 


we're 
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were wariting, as they feem to confels, (when they fay, 
The Roman Church long ufed this Creed without this addi- 
tion) then I muft defire to know, how a Man of their 
Church can be fecure of his Faith ,. if what was (as 
they fay) confirmed by Damafus in a General Council, 
may be al ered by a few Bifhops and another Pope, 
without any General Council? ‘As tothe Canons, Dz- 
maalus made no objection again{t them in his time, and 
it is. very certain that the Bifhop of Conftant inople 
after this Council, always had the fecond place. 
aap as the firft General Council at Nice gave old Rome 

he firft place, as being the Imperial City; fo this. 
fee cond General Council doubted not, but when Cou /an- 
jinople was become new Rome, and an Eppsret) City 
alfo; they had reas to give it the fecond ie and 
fhitable Privilec Iges, Yea, the Notes confefs, that S.Cdry- 
[ostom, by virtue Of this Ganon » placed and dilplaced 
divers Bifhops in Afa, and the oe General Council at 
Chaleedon (without regarding the diffent of the Popes 
Ras: allowed the Bifhop of Con/tanrinople the fecond 
plac e, and made his Priviledges equal to thofe of Old 


Rome (15 which Precedence and Power that Bifhop (1) Vid. Concil. 
tone rerarne ad, notwit hitanding tlie-e endeavours of the Chalced. Can. 
Popes: And Gregory never objected againft 28. & Suotcrip, 


One 


Crier aA th CO 
CnvViows 
sie, | 


fe Canons, till he began to fear the growing Great! 
ht of the Pati riarch of Constantinople , but when that 
surch and Empire was finking, and there appeared 
no danger on that fide to the Pop es, then Innocent the 
Third is faid by the Notes, to revive and allow this 
Canen again, by which we fee, that nothing but Interest 
governs att Church, and guides ber Bifhops im allows ag or 
di{carding any ya & For now again, when the Re 
formed begin to urge this is Canon E Baronins and the 
Notes fay, They can prove by firm Reafons, that this Canon 
was forged by the Greeks: But their Reafons are very 
frivolous, They fay Anatolit us did not quote this Canon 
against PopeLeo: 1 reply, "Tis very probable he did, 
becaule Leo faith, He oy led the Cinlent of many Bifhops; 
that is, Gif Leo would have fpoken out) In this General 
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Council. Secondly, They urge that this Canon is not 
mentioned in the. Letter writ to Damafus. 1 Anfwer, 
‘hey have told us before, they fent their A@s to him, 
and lo need not repent them in this Letter. Thirdly, 
They talk of the Injury done to Timotheus Bifhop of 
Alexandria, but his Subfcription is put to the Canons 
as well as the Creed, and it.doth not appear that ever 
he or any of his Succeflors contended for Precedence 
after this, with the Patriarch of Conftantinople: And 
that the Modern Greeks did not forge this Canon is 
plain, becaufe Socrates and Soxomen both mention it(s); 
and .the -Catholic Church always owned it for Au- 
thentic. Yea, in the Council of Chalcedon it is declared, 
That the Bithop of Com/tantinople ought to have had 
the fecond place in the Fa@tious Synod at Ephe/us , and 
he is reckoned in that fourth General Council next 
after the Pope, whofe Legates were there , and yet 
durft not deny him the fecond place, in which he fat 
and fubfcribed in that order, having firft had this Canon 
confirmed at Chalcedon: So that all Churches, but that 
of Rome, {ubmit to this General Council; and they who 
pretend moft to venerate them, do defpife and reje@ 
the Authority of General Councils, if they oppofe the 
ends of their Pride and Avarice. To conclude, Here 
is a General Council called and confirmed only by the 
Einperour, affembled without the Pope or his Legates, 
decreeing Matters of Faith and of Difcipline, yetevery 
where owned and received as genuine, except at Rome, 
when Intereft made them partial, and ftill no le{svalued 
for that .by all other Churches: Which gives a fevere 
Blow to the modern Pretences of their Papal Supre- 
macy and Infallibility. 

The fame Year there was a Council at Aquileia in 
Italy, wherein divers Arians were fully heard and fairly 
condemned. Now this Council was called by tlie Em- 
perour, the Prefidents of it being Valerian Bifhop of 
Aquileia, and Ambrofe Bifhop of Atlan; but Damafus is 
not named init, nor was he prefent at it in Perfon, or 
by his Legates, though this Council was calied in Italy 
it 
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it felf, and defigned to fettle a Point of Faich: Bue 
thefe Rifhops (as the AGs fnew) did not judge Heretic: I) 
by the Popes Authority, but by Scripture and by folid wi) 
Arguments: And they tellus, It was then a Cufts | 

the Eaftern Bilhops to hold their Councils in the Eaft , and 
the Weftern theirs in the Weft (ct); which argues, they ()L4b.p.9$0. i 
knew of no Univerfal Monarchy, veftedin the Pope, &” P2g-s45. | 
and giving him power over all the Bifhops, both of the 


~ 


Raft and Weft. Forit was not Damajas, but the Pre- 
fect of Italy, who writ about this synod to the Bifhops 
of the Eaft (z): Nor did this Council write to the (e) Baron An 


38i.pag.386. 


Pope, but to the Emperour , to confirm their Sentence 
againft Heretics; wheretore Damazfus had a limited Au- 
thority in thofe days, not reaching {o much 4s over all 
Italy, and extended only to the Suburbicarian Regions, 
out of which, as being Damafus’s peculiar Province, 
Urficinus his Antagonift for the Papacy , was banifhed 
by the Emperour Valentinian (w); and therefore Sul- x? Hs Si i 
picius Severus calls him net Orbs, but Urbs Epi[copus (x), (uc) Sialpie. Sere 
tue Bifhop of the City, not of the World; and pag.y23. , 
{peaking of /taly, he faith in the next Page , That rhe a 
Supreme Authority atthat time was in Damatus,and S.Am- ih 
brofe (y). To thefe two therefore the Prifcillian Here- ‘y) Idpag-424 i | 
tics applied themfelves, when they were condemned by | wa 
the Council of Czfar-Augufta, or Saragofa in Spain, in 

which Country the Sect firft began; but when they 

could nor get thefe great Bifhops to favour their Caufe, 

they corrupted the Emperours Minifters, to procure a 

Re(cript for their reftitution (z). Now it is ftrange that @)za-prory. 
this Council of Saragofa fhould bearthe Title of [under Bix.pag.ss.. 
Damafus,| and that the Notes fhould affirm , Swlpicizas €9.1- 
Severus plainly writes thus: For if we read Sulpicius as 
above-cited, we fhall find that Dama/us knew nothing 

of this Synod till long after it was rifen; fo we may 

conclude this Invention of theirs is only to fupporr 

their pretended Supremacy. Wan 


T 
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An Dom.3 92. 628. From a Pafflage in S.Hierom, and the Infcrip- 
tion of the Letter wrie from the Council at Conttan- 
tinople, the Editors gather , Thar Paulinus Bibop of An- 
tioch, Epiphanius Bifhep of Conftantia in Cyprus, and 
Ambrole, with other of the Weftern Buhops, met at Rome 
in Council this year , which they call the Fourth Roman 

(a)Lab.p.o14 Council under Damatus (2); who probably did prefide in 

Bin. pag.ss4 this Synod, as all Bifhops ule co do in their own Cities; 

ay tier,  _DUt he did not call this Council , for $.Hierom exprelly 

Ep.27 faith, The Emperours Letters called thefe Bifhops to Rome (4), 
And the Synodical Letter of the Conftantinopolitan Pa- 
thers tell us, Zaatr Damafis defired Theodchius to write 
to thens alfo of the Eaft to come to Roares Which fhews 
that Demafus could not fummon them by his own, 
Authority; but the Edicors and Barcnias, out of a falfe 
Latin Verfion of Theodoret, have put inthe word [ ddaa- 
dato,| which word is not in the Greek, nor any thing 

(Theodor lib.s. anfwering to it(c); and it was foilted in on purpote, 

ae perfwade fuch as did not read the Original, that rhe 

sre i "Pope bad commanded the Eaftern Bifhops to cure to Rome. 

B.npag.s39. gain, thougn the Notes confeis, the dds of this Roman 

col.2. Council are lojt, fo that it doth not appear what was done 
there. Yet foon after they produce a long Canon for 
the Popes Supremacy , and the Precedence of the Pa.- 
triarchs; feigning ir was made in thisSynod. But if 
the Canon be not a Vatican Forgery (which is very 
much to be fifpected} however it 1s Antedated one 
hundred and twelve years, as Labbé confelles in his 
Margen; for he faith, ic was decreed under Pope Ge- 

(d) Labp.1014. Jafius, 4n.494.(¢). But the Policy of laying thisCanon. 

sit, P3g-554- here, is to make a fhewas if Damajus had then pub- 

nia lickly declared againft the Council of Conftantimoples 
giving that Bifhop the fecond place; but their forging. 
this Proof only fhews, they have no genuine Authority 
for it; yet if they could prove that the Pope difliked 
this Precedence, fince it is certain that Conftantinople did 
take the fecond place according to this Canon, thar 
would only fhew that the Popes Authority was not 
regarded 
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regarded. Which alfo appears in the Cafe of Flavianus, 
who (as the Notes conjecture) was inthis Roman Synod 
depofed, and Paulinus made Bifhop of Antioch: Yet 
ftill the greaceft pare of the World owned Flavianus 
for the true Bifhop of that See, and the Synod of 
Sides, where Ampbhilocius Bithop of Iconium was Prefi- 
dent, directed their Synodical Epiftle to Flavianus , as 
Patriarch of Anticch (e); fo that the Editors fhould not 
have ftyled that Council, Under Damafus 5 becaufe they 


(e)Lab.p.1ots. 


Binpag $5 Oe 
col. 


acted againft his Mind: And fo did the Eaftern Bi- paren. An.183. 


fhops, who met again this year at Conftantinople, when 
the Pope had defired them to come to Rome, and from 
this Meeting they writ that Synodical Epiftle which 
the Editors here print over again, and wherein they 
call Feru/alens, The Mother of all Churches; a Title now 
by Ufurpation appropriated only to Kome. 


§. 29. Siricins fucceeded Damafus, but not without 
trouble ; for Urficinus,the Competitor of Dama us, being 
yet alive and at Rome, was declared Pope by a great 
party, and Pro/per’s Chronicle makes him the next 
Pope after Damajus (fF); nor could Siricius get the Chair, 
but by a Refcripr from the Emperour Valentinian , 
which condemned Urficinus, and eftablithed Siricias(g). 
Thereis little or no notice of him before his Election, 
and though he fat fifteen years (as the Pontifical and 
Platina,) or thirteen (as the Notes fay) there is very 
Jittle worthy remarking done by him: And it is very 
probable he was one of thofe ignorant Clergy-men 
with which the Roman Church was fo well ftored at 
that time, that S. Hierom faith , Not one of them did fo 
much as pretend to Scholar{hip, but this illiterate Faction, 
who had proclaimed War againft all Learning , confpired 
alfo again? him (h). For we have reafon to judge this 


Pope to be of their Party , becaufe S.Hierons lett Rome Prefad Didym. 


in difguft, as foon as Ssricius came tO be Pope; and 
Paulinus who came in his time to Rome faith , The City 


An. Dom. 38 ¥ 


(f )Baron. An. 
384.pag.327. 
(g) Baron,.An. 


385-pag.335. 


(h) Hyeron.in 


de Spir.Sanctoe 


Pope proudly defpifed him(i); yea » Baronins owns, That (i) Paulin aa 


Ruffinus, whes be was fallen into Origen’s Herefie , im- 


Sever Epitt. 1. 


1 2 poled 


I40 Roman Forgeries in the Councils. Part Ml. 


poled on the Simplicity of. this Pope, and got Communicatory 
(k) BaronAn. Letters of him (k); which alfo feems to fpoil his Infal- 
397-2832 ibility, for which Ignorance is no proper qualifi- 

exHierom.ep.16. 4 : : ~ T: 
cation. Yet wanting real Matter in this Pope's Life, 
the Notes run out into the ftory of the death of Monica, 
Rice oe eaAuguplines Mother, faying, That when fhe died, he was 
prekn as only {olicitous to have the Ma/s offered up for ber (1), and 
cola, this they prove out of Augu/ftine’s Confefions ; but the 
Fathers words are, She only defired to be commemorated in 
the Offices, when the Prieft ftood at the Altar. Now there 
isa mighty ditference between that ancient Cuftom of: 
commemorating the Faithful departed,which is allowed 
by the Church of England, and the Popifh way of 
offering Mafs for the Souls of the Deceafed, a corruption 

of much later date than S, duguftine?s time. 

For this Pope are publifhed divers Decretal Epiftles, 
which are the firft that can pretend to be genuine; 
and if they be really fo, ic is plain, that their Sryle- is 
mean, the Arguments trifling, and the Scripture Proofs 
impertinent; fo thatthe Author was no Conjurer. The 
firft dire@ed to Himerius is very fevere againft Marvi- 
age, efpecially in the Clergy: ‘The Notes would per- 
wade us, It # not lawful Marriage , which be ealls Pollu- 
pid Soa tion (as they fay Calvin falfly afhrms(m);) but if we 
Se nals read the Epiftle, he calls New Marriages (that is, the 
Marriage of fuch as had been Widews) Pellution , as 
i well as thofe Marriages which were prohibited. 
’ Again, he foolifhly attempts to prove, Clergy-men 
ought not to Marry, becaufe S. Paul faith , Thofe tbat 
are in the fiefh cannot pleafe God; andthough he conkls ie 
was ufual for many Clergy-men to live with their 
Wives, hecalls that cohabitation, the being polluted with 
carnal Concupifcence, in his 4th Epiftle: 50 that he is 
juftly taxed with fpeaking profanely of God’s holy 
thea Ordinance, and of contradicting S.Paul, who excepted 
not the Clergy, when he faid , Marriage 1s bonourable in 
all men, and the Bed undefiled , Hebr, XLIL. 4. And pro- 
bably ie was the hot and bold difcourfes of Siricims and 
fome other Writers of this time, which provoked 


‘ } . | Fovi- 
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Fovinian, not only to ftand up for Marriage, but to 

decry Single Life, the merit of which had-fo pofleffed 

the minds of fome great Men, that they refolved to 

condemn ‘fovinian for an Heretic. As for the. fecond 

Epiftle of Siriciusto the Council at Adilan, relating to 

this Refolve, ic may be queftioned whether it be ge- 

nuine ; bur that the ftyle is harth and barbarous is 
unqueltionable, The AnfwertothisLetter from Atlan 

is evidently patched up out of divers Authors who writ 

upon this Subje&. However 5. Ambrofe and his Suffra- 

gans there, call the Pope Brother, even when they Com- 

plement him, as a great Majfter and Doétor(n), which UR Or 
{mells ftrong of the Forge; and if this Epiltle were oe 
nade up there , then the Notes need not triumph fo 
much, when it fays, (upon ‘Fovinians being condemned 
at Rome} That the Bifhop of Rome had looked well to rhe 
Gate committed to him; thatis (fay they) the Gate of the 
whole Church of which Chrift made §. Peters Succeffor the 
Door-keepers (0). But if the Epiftle be true, it only ()Z24p.1 
commenus the Pope for looking well to the Gate of his CT eee 
own Church at Rome, as they had done to their Gate 3, Anihee 
at Aidan, having turned him out of that Church before. pag. 536. > 
Phe third Epiftle of Siricius is like the former for ftyle 

and fen, yet the Editors will not reje@ it, becaufe.the 

Pope faith, He bath the care of all the Churches (Pp); but Gaglg 1 
let i¢ be noted, that Aurelins Bifhop of Carthage ules the Rad i 
fame words of himfelf a litcle after( q),and there Bisizes (q) B 
notes,7 oat Aurelius means, of the Churches of Africa only, col.1 
not of she whole World: So we may fay juftly of Siricius 
here, thathe means, He had the Care of the Suburbicarian 
Churches, not thofe of the whole World. For the fourth Epi- 

file {aid to be writ from a Roman Council) calls the 
Pope no more but a4 Primate (r), and that Title belonged (1) Lab.p.1029, 
to the Bithop of Carthage, as well as to him of Rome ; Pith Yae:s 62. 
but indeed Labbe honeltly confefles this fourth Epiftle °"" 

tobe ftollen out of Innocem:’s Epiltle to Vidricius. The 

hith and fixth Epiftles are writ by Adasimus, an Ufurper 

of the Empire, and {eem to be genuine; but we need 

not wonder at the Tyrants {peaking {0 kind. things of 
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the Pope in them, fince it was his intereft to Flatter the 
Bifhoo of that potent City. 


§. 20. This Adaximus having feized on the North- 
weft partsof the Empire, fammoned a Council at Bour- 
deauxt which the Editors without any ground ftyle,uxder ° 

Sirvicius ) wherein the Bithops of the Gatican Church 
Se again condemned the Prifcitianiits , and they appealed 
Bin, pag.s63. Knot to the Pepe, but) tothe Emperour Maxwnus (s)) 
col.2. who was fo far from favouring thefe Heretics, that at 
the inftance of Ithacius, a Catholic Bifhop, he caufed 

them to be putte death for their Herefie: Which cruel 

Sentence fo difpleafed Theagnifas and other Orthodox 

Bifhops, thac they Excommunicated Irhaciws and all 

his Party, who had procured thefe Heretics to be put 

to death; and S. Martin, S.Ambrofe, and the beft Men 

of that Age, would not communicate with any of 

thefe Bifhops, who had profecuted Men to death for 

Herefie; no not though Jthaciws and his Adherents 

i were abfolved from Thecgniftus his Excommunication in 
| a Council which Maximus had called at Triers. Now 
the Notes, fearing the Reader fhould obferve , That 

many Popes and Bifhops of their Communion have 

done juft as Inbaciws did, vix. perfecuted, {uch as they 

call Heretics, to death, and delivered them up to the 

Secular Magiftrate to be executed, tellus, That # was 

not an ill thing in Ithacius to procure the death of thefe 

Heretics, but bis Fault was in the violence of his Proceedings, 

and in bis not interpofing [uch a Proteftation as their 

Church ufes on thefe occasions. Wherein, when they have 

made it neceffary for the Magiftrate to put an Heretic to 

death , they folewsmnly declare , they wifh be would amend, 

pes oe and do not defire by Execution(t). But as this Protefta- 

Li’ tion_is a piece of notorious Hypocrifie unknown. to 

Baron.An.3 36. thofe Ages; fo. we «may be fure fo apparent a Sham 

pagegst. would not have excufed Ithacias , whofe Communion 

(as Sulpicius Severus {hews) was renounced by S. Ambrofe, 

S. Martin and Others, purely becaufe they thought it 

unlawful, efpecially for Clergy-men, to procure any 
perfons 
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perfons to be put to death for their Opinion , though 
it were Herefie. Wherefore thefe Holy Bifhops, if 
they were now alive, muft renounce the Communion 
of the Roman Church for the fame reaton, for which 
ghey renounced the Communion of Ithacius , even for 
their frequent procuring Heretics to be put to death ; 
and this is fo plain, that all their fhuiiting Notes cannot 
wath their Bifhops hands from Blood, nor fic them in 
S. Ambrofe and S.Martin’s Opinion, to celebrate the Eu- 
charift with other Chriftians. 

There had been (as we noted) a long Schifm at An.Dom. 398. 
Amioch, between Paulinus (of whofe fide was the Pope, 
and many Weltern Bifhops } and Flavianzs , who was 
{upported by the Eaftern Bifhops; and now Paulinus 
dying, one Evagrins was irregularly chofen to-fucceed: 
him, and keep up the Schifm; and though Flavianus 
wasowned for the true Bifhop by the fecond General 

Council, and he it was who ordained S: Chry/oftom, and. 
obtained a Pardon from Theodofins for thofe Citizens of 
 Anticeh, who had broke down the Statues of thar 
Emperour and his Emprefs; yet at the Inftance of 
{ome Weftern Bifhops the Emperour was per{waded to 
cite him to 2 Council, which he had called at Capua, in, 
which S.Ambrofe was prefent; but Flavianas not wil- 
ro have his Enemies to be his Judges, did eafily 
excufe lis Non.appearance to the Emperour, and the 
Synod thereupon referred the Matter between him and: 
Evagrius unto Theophilus Patriarch of Alexandria, to 
whole decifion Flevianus refofing to ftand, he appealed 
to Theodofius ; on which occafion S.Ambrofe writing to 
Theophilus , wifhes rather Flavianus had referred the 
Mater to he Brother the Bifhop of Rome, becaufe (faith 
he) you would probably have judged it (sf it had come 

before you) [o as be would bave liked (u). Which implies iv) snbrofua 

no more, than that Fhecphilus and Siricius were both Theophilep. 7%» 
of one mind in this café of Flavianus; yet on this 
flight occafion the Notes fay, That ie Synod made 
Theophilus Arbitrator on condition , be fhould offer bes 
Semience to be approved and confirmed by the Roman 
Church 
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Bin.pag.s 6 4. 


cal. 1. 
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(x) Lab. p.1041 
Bis.pag.5 66. 
col.2. 


An:Dom.3 93. 
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9 Church () : Which is a meer Forgery; for Theophilus 
was made abfoluce Arbitrator by the Synod, and -this-is 
not’ the Councils’ with; bue S. Ambrofes; and after all 
Flavianus did not think a’ Weftern Synod had. an 
power overhim: and therefore he rejected the Arbi- 
tration. of Theophilus, the Council, and Pope Siricius 
allo, with whom though he did not communicate, yer 
he was always owned to be true Bithop of Asticch. 


he 


2 


§.31. The Second Council at Arles is fuppofed to be 
held about this time, becaufe the Followers of Photinus 
and Bonofus were there condemned: Wherefore they 
fay, Ir was in the’ time of Siricius; bue under him ic 
Could not be, fince the Bifhops there affembled do not 
hame him, nor do they except the Bifhop of Romes 
Supreme Power, when they refer all Ecclefiaftical Mat- 
ters to the final decifion of their own Metropolitan 
and his Synod , and declare, that every Bifhop who 
receives a perfon Excommunicated by another, fhall 
be guilty of Schifin. Yet the Editors are fo apt to 
dote upon the Popes managing all Councils, that they 
here ftyle a meeting of the Novatian Heretics at An- 

Sars in Bithynia(x), A Synod under Siricius; and call 
poor Socrates a Novatian, for barely relating a Matter 
of Fa& concerning the Novatians. . 

At this time there was a great Council at 
which the Notes fometimes call g 
times a Plenary Council » becaufe 
Bifhops were there, and t 
Confuls of this year; 


Fiippo, 
General , and fome- 
molt of the African 
he Original dates it with the 

but the Editors clapa New Title 
to it, faying, ic was under Siricius ; who in all probabi- 
lity had no hand init, nor knew any thing of it: Yee 
here were made many of thofe famous Canens for 
Difcipline, by which the African Church was governed. 
But they are more wary in the next Council.of Con. 
frantinople, at which many Bifhops were prefent, and 
among them the. two Patriarchs of Alexandria and 
Antioch; being fummoned (in. the abfence of the Em- 
perour) by his Prefect Rufinus; and they will not 


Venture 
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venture to fay , This was under Siricius , for the Matters 
treated on it wholly related to the Eaftern Church, 
and in that Age they rarely allowed the Pope to concern 
himfelf in their Affairs: No nor in Ajric neither, 
where (Anno 295) there were Councils held both by 
the Orthodox and the Donatifts, which are dated by 
the Confuls, and- no notice is taken of the Pope (y). (y)Labp.tts 5, 
We thall only obferve, that upon one of thee Councils Bin-pag.5 7. 
the Notes fay, It % a mark of the Donatifts, being of the ©? 
Synagogue of Antichrist , that they named the feveral 
Parties among them from the Leaders and Founders of their 
feveral Seéts, and were not content with the Name of 
Chriltians from Chrift. Which Note reflects upon the 
Monks of their own Church » who are called Bene- 
dittines, Dominicans, and Francifcans, fromthe Founders 
of their feveral Orders. | 
In the Council of Turin, compofed of the Gallican 
Bifhops, they decided the Cafe of Primacy between 
the Bithop of Arles and Vienna, without advifing with 
the Pope, and determined they would not communicate 
with Folix, a Bifhop of Ithacius his Party , according to 
the Letters of Ambrofe, of Bleffed Memory , Bi hop of 
Milan , and of the Bifhop of Rome. Now, -here the 
Roman Advocates are much difturbed to find S.dmbrofe 
his Name before Siricins; and when they repeat this 
Paflage in the Notes, they falfly {et the Pope's Name 
firft, contrary to the exprefs words of the fifth Canon, 
and impudently pretend, Thar the Bifhop of Rome, by 
his place, was the ordinary Fudge who (heald be cemmuni- 
cated with, and Ambrofe was only made fo by the Popes 
Delegation (z). But, how abfurd is it (if this were 10) (z)nabp.11¢2, 
for the Council to place the Name of the Delegate, & 11538. 
before his who gave him power? And every one may 2m. pag.5 68, 
fee, that this Council was direéed to mark this & 3°: 
Decree principally by 5. Ambrofe his Advice , and ‘i 
fecondarily by the Popes; for at that time Ambrofe his il 
Fame and Intereft was greater than that of Stricivs ; “th Best 
yet after all, the Council decreed this, not by the | i ‘ie 
Authority of either of at Bifhops. (as the Notes : | 


pretend, ) ms 


An.Doin. 39 7. 


ee rt 
Laren 


An.Dom. 397, 
Ke. 


(a)Lab.p.1163. 


Bin. pag-§73. 


col.1,& 2+ 


(b)Lab.p.1 170. 


Bin. pag. 575. 
col.1. 


(c) Biz. pe 580. 


(a) Bimp.§71. 


¢e) Lab, p.1170. 
Bin, pag. 575. 
col.2. & 
Gratian.Decret. 
Part 1dilt.99. 


but only by their Information, and upon 
cir Advice by the’e Letters, which were not firft read 
(as they pretend) but after four other bufinefles were 


The Canons of- divers African Councils , held at 
Caribage and elfewhere, have been put together long 
fince, and collected into one Code, which makes the 
time and order of the Councils wherein they were 
made, fomewhat difficule; but fince the Canons were 
always held Authentic, we need not (with the Editors} 
be much concerned for their exad order, or for re- 
ducing them to the years of the Pope, becanfe the 
were neither called nor ratified by his Authority. Yea, 
the Notes fay, It was never heard that any, but the Bifhop 
of Carthage called a Council there, bis Letters gave 
Summons to it, be prefided over it, and firft Lave 
his Suffrage in its;————— and that even when 
Fauiftinus (an Italian Bilhop) the Popes Legate was pre- 
fent (a). As for the particular Canons of the third 
Council, the Nineteenth faith, That rhe Readers {hall 
either profess Continence; or they {hall be compelled to Marry ; 
but they feign old Copies which fay, They fhall not be 
allioved to Read, if they will not contain (b) ; the falfhood 
of which appears by the 2574 Canon in the Greek and 
Latin. Edition, where this is faid of the Clergy , 
eEaswtrws cvafywcwy; that is, Except the Readers, which 
they tranflate, Quamvis Lectoram (c), on purpofe to 
make us think , that the command of Celibacy (upon 
which that Age too much doted ) reached the loweft 
order of the Clergy , even Readers; contrary to the 
exprefs words of the Canons. And to the fecond 
Council of Carthage , where only Bifhops , Priefts and 
Deacons are under an obligation to live fingle (d). 
Secondly, The 26+4 Canon of the third Council for- 
bids the Bifhop of the first See, tobe called by the Title 
of Prince, or Chief of Bifhops , (Gratian goes on) neither 
may the Roman Bifhop be called Univerfal (e). The 
Notes tax Gratian indeed for adding this Sentence; but 
it he did, it was out of Pope Gregory, who faith, That 
no 
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m0 Patriarch ought to be called Univerfal. Befides, confi- 
dering how apt the Editors are to ftrike out words not 
Agreeable to theIntereft of Rome, it is more probable 
that fome of the Popes Friends lately left thefé words 
out, than that Gratian put them in: And fince this 
Council forbid Appeals to foreign fudicatures with pecu- 
liar refpect to Rome, to which fome of the Criminal 


e ° ° (f) al } 770 
Clergy then began to appeal (f), it is nor unlikely 4)44°.1 eh 


thefe Fathers might refolve to check as well the Title, ies 7% 
as the Jurifdiction (then beginning to be fet up) which 
encouraged thefe Appeals. Thirdly, The 4746 Canon 
in the Latin, and the 24th in the Greek-and Latin 
Edition, {peaking of fuch Books, as are fo far Canoni- 
cal that they may be read in Churches , reckon up 
fome of thofé Books which we call Apocryphal , upon eee 
which the Notes triumph (¢); bat lez it-be obferved, (g)Labp. wigs 

: in. Pag.5 8 Oe 
that we grant fome of thefe Books to be fo far Cano- cohen 
nical, that they may be read for inftru€ion of Man- 
ners ; and alfo we may note, that the beft Editions of 
thele African Canons leave out all the Books of Mac- 
chabees and Baruch (which are foifted into their later 
Latin Copies (4) ). And it is plain, the whole Canon {f) Ov Nas 
is falfly placed in this Council under Siricius, becaule crn... ree 
Pope Bowiface (who came not into the Papacy till above & pag.s13. 
twenty years after) isnmamed.in it as Bilhop of Rome ; 
yet after all thefe devices, it doth not declare what 
Books are {triétly Canonical, and fo will not juftifie the 
Decree at Trent. Fourthly, In the 4874 Canon of the 
Latin Verfion, the Council agrees to advife about the 
Donatifts, with Siricins Bithop of Rome, and Simplicianus 
Bithop of Milan,not giving any more deference to one 
of thefe Bifhops than to the other, but looking on 
them as equally fit to advife them: Yet the Notes 
boldly fay, They advife with the Pope , becaufe they knew 
he prefided, asa Bifhop and Dotior , ower the Catholic 
Church; but with the Bifhopof Milan only, asa Man ever as 
where famous for bis Learning (1). Which is a meer rated apes 
Fiction of their own, for the words of the Canon oe ie 
fhew, that thefe Fathers did me believe eithet of them 

ue. had 
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had any Authority over them, only they defired their 
advice joyntly , as being both Eminent and Neigh- 
bouring Bifhops, and‘thetr prohibiting Appeals fhews, 
they knew nothing of the Popes prefiding over the 
Catholic Church. 


An.Dom.358. —§. 32. Anaffafius was the laft Pope in this Century, 
of whom there would have been as little notice taken, 
as of Many of his Predeceffors, if it had not been his 
good fortune to be known, both to S.Hierom and 
S-Auguftine, and to affift the latter in fuppreffing the 
Donatifts, and the former in condemning the Errours 
of Origen, for which caufe thefe two Fathers make an 
honourable. mention of him. Yet in the rican 
Councils, where he is named with refpe@, they joyn 

ve eisai Venerins Bifhop of Milan with him, and call them Their 

ey 408. pai2s, Brethren and Fellow. Bifhops (k). As for the qualifica- 
he & 129. tions of AnaStafius, S. Hierom gives him: great Enco- 
miums; bur it ‘muft be obferved, that at this ‘time 

Fierom had charged Rufinnus with broaching the 

Herefies of Origen at Rome, and he being then at 

Bethlem, could not beat down thefé Opinions without 

the Popes help. And indeed, when Ruffinus came firft 

to Rome he was received kindly by the laft Pope 

Siricius, and Anaftafivs did not perceive any Errours 

in Ruffinus or Orizen, till S. Hierom (upon Pammachius 
Information ) had opened his Eyes; and at laft,. it 

was three years before this Pope could be made fo. 

tenfible of this Herefie, as to condemn it: So that 
notwithftanding his Infallibility , if S. Hierom and his 

Friends had not difcovered thefe Errours, they might 

in a little time have been declared for Orthodox 

Truths at Rome; but Avaftafins condemning them at 

lait, did wonderfully oblige §. Hierom, and this was 

the occafion of many of his Commendations. For 

(i)Lab.p.1191. this Pope are publithed three Decretal Epiftles, though 

Cane 585* Boroxius mentions but two : and condemns the firlt for 

Baron. An.gor, * Forgery, and fo doth Labbé (1); It is dire@ed to 

pag 16s, the Bifhops of Germany and Burgundy , and yet Bur- 

| | Stl itis nati iy gundy 
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gundy did not receive the Chriftian Faith till the 
Year 413; it is alfo dated with the Confuls of the 
Year 285, that is, Fourteen years before <Anaffafius 
was Pope. The matter of it is grounded on the 
Pontifical , which fpeaks of a Decree made by this 
Pope for the Priefts at Rome to ftand up at the Gofpel ; 
which the Porger of this Epiftle turns into a general 
Law, and makes it be prefcribed to the Germans. 
The Words of it are ftollen out of the Epiftles of 
Pope Gregory and Leo(m); yet out of this Forgery (m) Gregor. 
they cite that Paflage for the Supremacy , where the liv.t2 Eps3t6 
German Bifhops are advifed to fend to him as the Head ieee fie 
The fecond Epiftle (2) is alfo-fpurious; being dated ;.7',. 41. 
fifteen or fixteen years after Anaftafiw his death , and Binpag.s 86. 
ftollen out of Leo’s 59th Epiftle. As for the third col.z. 
Epiftle, ic is certain he did write to ‘fohs, Bifhop of 
Jerufalem, but it may be doubted whether this be 
the Epiftle or no (0); if’ it be genuine, it argues the (0)Lab.p.1194 
Pope was no good Oratour, becaufe it is writ in 3 pag.s86.- 
mean Latin; yet that was the only Language he ‘> 
underftood, for he declares in this Epiftle, That he 
knew not who Ovigen was, nor what Opinions be held, 
till bis Works were tranflated into Latin. So that any 
Heretic who had writ in Greek in this Pope’s time, 
had been fate enough from the Cenfure of this Infal- 
lible Judge. 

The Notes difpute about the fourth Council of 
Carthage, whether it were under Pope Zofimas or 
Anaftafus (p); but tt was under neither, the true Title (p)Za0.p.1208. 
of it fhewing ic was dated by the Confuls Names, 4”pag-s91- 
and Called by Aurelins Bifhop of Carthage, who made °°! 
many excellent Canons here without any afliftance 
from the Pope. The 51/*, 52d’ and §3¢4 Canons of 
this Council order Monks to get their Living , not by 
Begging, but by honeft Labour; and the Notes fhew, 
This was the Primitive ule (q); which condemns thofe (q)z48. p.12 10. 
vait numbers of Idle Monks and Mendicant Fryers, 8”. pag.s92. 
now allowedinthe Church of Rome. The hundredth So}: 
Canon abfolutely ferbids a Woman to prefume to Baptize ; 
bue 


(n)Lab.p.11930 ~ 
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(r)Labpr21t. but the Notes (7), ( becaufe this pra@ice is per= 
in. ut fupr. mitted in their Church.) add to this Canon. thefe 

words , unlel> in cafe of necelity, and except when no 
Prieft is prefent. Which thews h 


ow little reverence 
they have for ancient Canons, fince they add to them, 


or diminifh them, as they pleafé to-make them agree 
with their modern Corru ptions.. 

‘Ln the fifth Council of Carthage, Can. 3. Bifhops and 
Priefts are forbid to accompany with their W ives 
agra 785 idies oes, that 1S, at the time of their being to 
Officiate; bute in their Latin Copies it is altered thus, 

according to their OWN? , (or, to their former ) Sta- 
tutes; which makes ita general and total] Prohibition - 
But the Greek words of this Canon are cited, and 

6xpounded at the great Council in Trullo, where man 
<ifrican Bifhops were prefent, as importing only a Pro- 
| hibition -of accompanying their Wives, when their 
esata turns Came to Minifter (s) ; which is the true fenfe of 
katy oy aaa TMS, Canon though the Romanifts , for their Churches 
Beveridg.Con- Credit would impofe another. The fourteenth Canon 
ci. Tom.I. of this Council takes notice of the feigned Relicks of 
pag.130. Martyrs, and of Altars built in Fields and -High- 
ways, upon pretended Dreams and Revolutions; upon 

(t) Labp.1219, Which Canon there js no Mote at all (+), becaufe they 
at PAE 594. know , if all the feigned Relicks were to be thrown 

i away, and all the Altars built upon Dreams and falfe 

‘Revelations pulled down in the prefent Roman Church, 
(as was ordered at Carthage by this Canon) there would 
be very few left to catry on their gainful Vrade, 
which hath . thrived wonderfully by. theie 


Inpo- 
Uires. 

Lhis Century concludes with 2 Council at wdlex ay: 

(a) Bin. pos.95- dria, which they ftyle under Anafi afius (x) s but jt v a5 

called by Teophilus, who found out and condensed 

the Errours of Origen long before poor Axa; tafius knew 

any thing of the matter. The Notes indeed {23 is 


Synod (ent rheir Decrees to Pope Anaftafius, to Epipha nius, 
Chryfoftom and Hierom: But though the 


y place the 
Pope foremoft, there is no proof that they were fent 


to 
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tohim at all. Baronizs only conjectures they did, and 


faith, [¢ cs fir we fhould believe this(w); but it is certain (w) Baron. Art. 
Theophilus fent thefe Decrees to Epiphanius to Chryfoftong 199-p-85,% 88, 


and Hiercm; and from this laft hand it is like Anafta- 
fius received them long after, becaufe it was more 
than two years after this Synod , before S.Hierom could 
perfwade Anastafias to condemn thefe Opinions of 
Origen, which this Council firft cenfured: Wherefore ie 
was happy for the Church, that there were wifer Men 
in it than he who is pretended to be the fupreme and 
fole Judge of Herefie. And thus we have finithed our 
Remarks upon the Councils in the firft four Centuries, 
in ail which the Reader (I hope) hath feen {uch de- 
figns to advance the Supremacy, and cover the Cor- 
ruptions of Kome, that he will icarce credit any thing 
they fay for their own Advantage in any of. the 
fucceeding Volumes, 


Is! 


AN 


PENDIX 


CONCERNING 


: 86 
1 4 


2 


wisi 
fea seca 


Hat, s | My 
61 HE large and elaborate Volumes of Car- 


dinal Baronius, are the main Guide to the 

Editors and Annotator: From him they 

take the Dates of all Councils, and out of him they 
have added divers new Synods not extant in the older 
Editions of the Councils, of which they can fay no | 
more, than to abbreviate Baronius: From him they i a | 
borrow moft of their plaufible Notes, by which they 
either paint over that which feems for the Intereft 


of Rome, or difparage what makes againft it; and ‘ae 
therefore we have had often occafion to difcover his Hi 

| Fallacies in all that part of his Annals which concerns A 
the Councils; bue there are many other notorious mi 8 
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Forgeries and Errors in Baronuus. Iss 
| Image of Chrift on his Coyas, only by the Acts of 

Damafus, and bya Coyn which ‘he him elf conteffeth 
had been adulterated (¢). Con/fantine’s Baptifm “in (c) Td-An.3 24. 
Rome is a\fo proved by Anastafius Biblicthecarius , who apenas a 
there hath the fale Charaéter of an Acurate Writer (a), (d)Ibid.p.2 376 
and by the Acs of Sylvefter , which he himfelf dif- §.30. 
approves of in many things (e); and fufpects , that (¢) Ibid.§. 31 


notwithftanding all thele fabulous Authors, his Reader : 
5 (f£)Ibid.p.2 38. 


will not credit the Story (f). The Legend of S. Agnes 655, 
and her Temple at Rome , he confelles, Was made by 
an Unknown-hand under the Name of S.Ambrofe; yet 
he gives a long relation of it (g). So when Euxufebius, (g) Ib.pag.260. 
who writ acurately about the Temple buile over the §.107. 
Sepulchre by Comftantine , faith nothing of Pictures in 
it, he proves there was fich there by the fecond 
Nicene Council (4). Eufebias’s Greek Chronicle faith ih) Baron An. 
nothing of the Invention of the Cref', but fome Forger 326-pag.3 53. 
hath put it into the Latin Verfion of it; therefore $- 4?- 
Baronius cites the corrupted Latin Tranflation to 
prove this Legend (4). The Miraclesof S. Nicholas are (i) Id. ibid. 
all rranferibed out of his A@ts, which were put toge- 
ther by Authors who lived above Five hundred years 
after his time ; and the genuine ancient Hiftorians 
mention notone of them (4). Eufebias faith, Confian- (k) An.326. 
tine dedicated his new City of Conftantinople to God 5 p-366. 9.86. 
but Rarenius choofes to follow a later Writer of little 
credit, viz. Nicephoras; who faith (in the Phrafe of his 
own time) He dedicated it.to the Virgin Mary (4). He Mlbid.An.33¢. 
makes a difcour(e about the ufe of the Pall in the Life P-3.9509.4e 
of Pope Mark; yet he can cite no Author, but the 
fabulous Pontifical, to prove it was uled in his time (72). 
Toprove the Arian Pope Falix was a Martyr » he cites 
an Infcription pretended to be found in a Grave at 
Rome (where fach Frauds are common) about ‘Twelve 
hundred years after his Death (#); fo he makes out (n) An.357- 
the Martyrdom of divers under ‘julsan by an Oration P48-715.§-59. 
of Neétarius (which he confefles is corrupted ) and by pore 

i oi : allele cenit ererac (OsANNGe 
Nicephorus Co): And a little after he tells long Stories Pee An 


of Martyrs at that time condemned by {fulian at viapteak eas: 
X 2 Rome, 


ot =) 


(m) An. 3 36. 
p-458 §.63. 


(p) Eod. An. 
pag: 84. 


(q) An.372. 
pag-3@9. 


(r) An.378. 
p-332. 


(1) 40.397. 


Tom.V. p.44- 


(w) Baron.An. 


307.9.33. 


p-24.Tom iit 


(x)Id.An.330. 


§.5 L.p.419. 


(s) Bar.Preecap. 
‘more ingenuous, and faith, Diogenes Laertius writ rhe 


ad Martyr. c. 


‘(t) Melch. Can. 
Can.loc. Theo], 


L11.p.333. 


(u) An,3 06. 


§.12. pag.3- 
& Fom.1V. 
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Rome, which he proves by the Ecclefiaftical Tables, 
and by the Acts of the Martyrs; yet he owns Fulian 
was not at Rome at thistime(p). Prayers at the Graves 
of the Saints he would eftablith by a forged Book of 
the Lives of the Prophets , which he cites under Epi- 
phanius’s name (9): So he would make out Prayers for 
the Dead, ufed in this Age, by feigned Writings, which 
are afcribed to Ephrem Syrus (s). The Miracles afcribed 
to Dama/us cannot be proved by one Author of Credit, 
but are fect off with the forged Aéts of Damafus, and 
the modern Legends (5s). So alfo the Miracles afcribed 
to S.Chry/offom, are not taken generally from any ap- 
proved Authors, but from his ipurious Ads (¢); and 
(to name no more) thus he proves the Adoration of the 
Cros by an Homily falfly afcribed to: S. Chry/ofom (u): 
For his genuine Works do witnefs againit this practice. 
And now that he did not cite thefe Authorities out of 
ignorance, is plain from his Confeffion ; for he faith 
of the Aétsof the Martyrs, That we might better have 
wanted many Truths concerning them , than have had [uch 
a mixture of Errours as makes the whole {ufpetted (w). 
And again, {peaking of the Acts of Gallicanus, It w the 
manner of forme to be afhamed , to give a {hort Narrative 
of agreat Affair , and fo according to their own Fancy they 
largely parapbrafe on it(x): And yet again in_ his Pre- 
face to the Roman Martyrology he tells us, There was 
a fad lofs of thefe Martyrs Atts im Diocletian's time, fo 
that very few of them are to be found , which may not ia 
part be convitted of Miftakes(s). But AMelch. Canus is 


Lives of the Philofophers more boneftly, than the Chriftians 
have writ thofe of the Saints (t): Yet you rarely have 
any better Evidence than thefe, for moft of the Roman 
Doétrines and Rites. And though Nicepdorus and the 
Modern Greeks be frequently taxed by him, for giving 
eafie faith to feigned Stories , and for grofs Miftakes (u); 
yet when they tell never fuch improbable Tales for 
the Roman Intereft, then they are cited with great 


42363-P-105* applaufe, Now it isa clear evidence of an ill Caufe, 
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when they can find no other Proofs but fuch {purious 
Writings as thefe; of which praétice I have here 
given but afew Inftances ; but the diligent Reader will 
obferve this to be cuftomary. with Barosias, not only 
in this fourth Century, but in every part of his 
Annals. 


§.2. Another Artifice is to corrupt the Words or the 
Senfe of genuine Authors, of which we will feleé& 
alfo a few Inftances , in the fame Century. S.Augustine 
barely names Peter as one whom the Pagans did Ca- al! 
lumniate (); but Baronius brings this in with this (w).4ug.de Civ. i 
Preface, That they did the , becaufe they faw Peter ex- Deitib.18.c.53. 
tremely magnified, efpectally at Rome where be had fixed his 
Seat; and then he faith, S. Auguftine records this, &c. 
whereas this is his own Invention , to fet off the glory 
of Rome (x). So when Arhanafius is proving , that the (x) Baron, An. 
Fathers before the Nicene Council ufed the word 313-S-17- a 
iuotaG@-, and firft names Diony/ius Bifhop of Alexandria, a 
and then Dieny/ius Bifhopof Rome (y). Baronius faith, (y) Athanafde + Hl 
He proves it efpecially by Dionyfius the holy Roman decret.in dram. 
Pope, and by Diony/ius Bifhop of Alexandria (z), in- 247 Ane 
verting the Order , and putting a Note of Eminence 37% °° 
on the Pope, contrary to the Words and Senfe of 
Atbanafius. Again, he cites Pope Leo (who. is no Evi- 4 
dence in his own Caufe); and yet Baronius would iat 
make him fay more than he doth, even where he faith a 
more than he fhould fay: For he cites his 534 Epiftle a 
to thew, that Leo afirmed she fixth Canon of Nice, a 
allowed to the Churchof Alexandria the fecond , and 
to that of Antioch the third Seat, which had before been 
conferred on them by Rome, But the very words of 
Leo, cited by Baronius , fhew this to be falfe; for Leo ny 
faith not, that thefe Sees had their Dignity or Order me 
from Rome , but the former from S. Mark, the later 
from Peter’s firft Preaching there(a). Moreover , to-(a)Leow.ep.s3. ae | 
make his Reader fancy the Roman and the Catholic ap.Baron. An. ‘a 
Church was all one of old, he mentions out of Ep:- 325.§.28. Wl ie 
phanius , Constantines writing an Bpiftle to all Romama, a 
Which hy) 
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Which Name (faith he) we fometimes find ufed for the 
| (b) Barow.An.’ Catholic Church (b); whereas it is manifeft » that Epi- 
3 19.9.6 phanius both there and elfewhere plainly ules Romania 
(<) apa or the Roman Empire (c.); and Baronius did nor find 
henéé ge ituled eltherin him, or in any other ancient Author, 
contr. rian, IN any other fenfe. That Period in Optatus , which 
her.69. Baronius cites with great applaufe (if icbe not added by 
‘fome ignorant ‘Zealot of the Roman fide) is a fcandal 
to the Learning of that Father, for he derives the 
Syriac word, Cephas, from the Greek Keoead » and by 
‘that ridiculous Etymology would draw as contemptible 
a confequence, viz.That Peter was Head of rhe Apoftles ; 
and again he feems wilfully to pervert the Precept 
of S.Paul, Rom. XIL. 1 2, Diftributing to the neceffities of 
the Saints; which in Optatus’s Reading is, Communicating 
with the Memories of the Saints; that is, (as he applies ic) 
with Rome, where there are the Memorials of two of 
the Apojtles. 1 could with for Optatuss Credit that 
thefe weak Paflages were {purious, or buried in filence ; 
and the Learned Baldwin is afhamed of this grols 
(a) Opt. Milew. Frrour (2): But Baronins thinks , though they make 
Ao eae for the difhonour of the Father, they tend to the 
pag. 184 Credit of Rome, and fo he cites them in great 
pomp, and puts them in a whole Line to make 
them look more plauhble,——the Head of the Apoftles, 
whence he was called Cephas (fo Optatus: But Bininus 
(e) Baron, Ane adds ) deducing tbe Interpretation jG toe Greek Word, 
32166,5. for in Syriac it fignifies an hard Stone (e); and then 
glories extremely , as if Optatws had made Commu- 
nion with Rome the fole Note of a Catholic. Whereas © 
in the next Page but one, Optatus goes ort, - You 
cannot prove you have any Communion with the Seven 
Churches of Alia, ——— and yet if you be out of the 
Communion of thofe Churches, you are to be accounted 
»,,, “iuens. Which Paflage Barcnius very fraudulently 
oe ys leaves out (f )s becaufe it thews a true Catholic muft 
not only be in Communion with Rime, but alfo with 
all other Orthodox Churches, 
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To proceed, Even in fpurious Authors he ufeth 
this Artifice; for that Forged Book of Conjtantine's 
Munificence only faith , He placed a piece of the Cro/s, 
in aChurch which be had built: Bat Baronius relates it 


iS? 


That be placed it there with most Religions Worfhip (@) ; (g)Baron. An. 


and a little 
had fappofed Con/tantine buried his Mother long beiore 
fhe died, puts in of his own head , But this (i.e. the 
putting his Mother in a Porphyry Coffin ) 22s dene 
afterward (h). 
home from the Council of Nice, he faith , They took 
with them the Rule of Faith , confirmed by the Pope of 
Rome, to be communicated to their People , and to abfent. 
Bifhops: But no Hiftorian, Ancient or Authentic, 
mentions any preceding Confirmation of the Nicene 
Creed by the Pope, who was one of the abfent Bifhops, 
to whom it was to be communicated ; wherefore 
thofe words, Of its being confirmed by the Pope, are 


Speaking of the Bifhops returning ‘ 


\ 
i) 


I 


. 
,] 
24 


after he perceiving that Fabulous Author 3745-195 


b.§.1 


invented and added to the ftory by Baronius (i). He @) Baron. An. 
obferves , That Conftantine confefjes, be was not fit to 375 §. 19%. 


judge in the Cafe of Athanafius, becanfe Ecclefiaftical 
Matters were to be judged among the Clergy: Which he 
proves by Con/tautine’s Letter there recited; but Con- 
ftantine’s Letter is not directed to the Clergy , but 
To the People of the Catholic C burch at Alexandria: And 
his Words are to the People who lived on the Place, 
and knew the Matters of Fa& ; and therefore he 
faith to them, It proper for jou , and wot for me to 
judge of that Affair (k); fo that 
own Senfe upon the Emperour. 

fpeaketh of time for Repentance according to the 
Canons of the Church, he adds, ———— that is, for Satif- 
fattion. Which Popith Satisfaction he would alfo 
prove out of a Canon at Antioch , which only men- 
tions confefling the Fault, and bringing forth fruits 
meet for Repentance (/). 


Baronius forceth his (k) Baron.An, 
nd when Theodoret 329:8-7:% 


When Socrates only faith , (1) An341. 


Eafebius: of Nicomedia’s Letters were received by Julius 5-43. & 44. 


after bis death; Baronius thus enlarges it, Eufebius, who 
bad fled from the Judgment of the Roman Church was 
forced 


Pe 
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(m)Vid.Socrat. 
libe2.cap.1 3. 
Baron, Ans 3 42. 


§.43. 


(n)An.349.§.6. 


fo) An.3$5. 
9.51. 


(p) An.357. 
§.43- 


(q) Chryfoft. 
Tom.V.p.5 3 4. 
Baron,An,3 62+ 
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forced against his Will, being dead (as Socrates faith) to 
come to the ftritt Tribunal of God (m). Where Atha- 
nafius faith, I went upto Rome, that I might vifit the 
Church and the Bifhop: Baronias ridiculoufly infers, that 
when we find the Ancients {peaking of THE Church 
and THE Bifhop, they mean the Reman Church and 
that Bifhop, of whom, and in whom, and by whom are all 
other Bilhops (n). Which Note is forced upon this 
place, for here Rome is named in the fame Sentence 
with the Church and the Bifhop, and fo it muft be 
underf{tood of the Pope; but without any advantage 
to him more than it would have been to the Bifhop of 
Euguvoium , to fay, I went to Engubium and vifited the 
Church and the Bifbop. Again, S. Hierom faith exprefly, 
that Acacius fubjtiuted Foslix an Arian to be Bifhop 
of Rome in Liberius bs jFead. Here Baronias pretends 
fome Copies leave out the word Arian, and fo 
he reads it, Substituted Feelix to be Bifhop of 
Rome (0); and becaufe fome fach Parafites of 
Rome as himtelf, who would not endure that ingrate- 
ful Truth of a Pope’s being an Heretic , had left out 
this word, He boldly afferts it for the true Reading; 
whereas not. only Sccrates exprefly faith, He was an 
Arian in Opinion; bat Hierom himfelf in his Chronicle 
affirms, that Felix was put in by the Arians; and it 
is not like they would have put him in, if he had not 
been of their party. The Greek of Sozomen is no 
more but Ter Tézps Sesvoy un adEdy- but Baronius ime 
provesthis by a flattering Paraphrafe in thefe words, 
Left the Seat of Peter fhould be be/pattered with any pot 
of Infamy(p). But it is a bolder falfification of 
S. Chryfoftom, where he faith Gin one of his Sermons, 
on a day celebrated in memory of two Martyrs, 
Fuventius and Maximus) ——— oivee iuas Cunayarsyres 
Mdpmees; to pervert this by his Latin Verfion thus , 
The Martyrs which we thi day worfhip,; whereas Chry- 
foftom only {faith , The Martyrs which occafion us to meet 
this day (q). Epiphanius exprefly condemns thofe as 
Heretics who worfhip the Blefled Virgin, and faith, 


Ne 
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No man may adore Mary. Baronias will not cite this 
place at large, but adds to it thefe Words, fhe xs 
not to be worfhiped a aGod: Which Falfification of the 
Father is defigned to excufé their Churches Idolatrous 


I61 


worfhip of the Virgin Adary (r).- The reftitution of tc) Epiphan, 


Peter Bifhop of Alexandria is by S.Hierom (whom he 


cites with applaufe) afcribed to che late Repentance 207%. An373. 


of the Emperour Valens: who recalled (now at la{t) the 
Orthodox from Banifhment; and Scerares only men- 
tions Damafus’s Letters, which Peter took with him, 
approving both his Creation andthe Wicene Faith: 
Yet he from hence notes the Supreme Power of the Pope, 
by whofe order the Bifhop of Alexandria was reffored to 
his Church, 1 contempt of Valens his Authority; and 
when he returned with the Popes Authority, the People 
placed him in bis Seat(s). Yea, after this he pretends to 


cite Socrates, as if he faid , Peter was received, being 


reftored by Damafus (+); yet Damafus did no more in Baron..An.379. 


all this matter, than barely to teftifie that Peter was an 
Orthodox Bithop, and that he believed him duly 
elected; which is all that Socrates faith, and which if 
any eminent Orthodox Bifhops had teftifled, ic would 
equally have ferved the Bifhop of Alexandria’s Caufe. 
To conclude, Baronius owns Paulinus, to have been a 
credulous Man, and very unskilful is. Ecclefiaftical Hi- 
feory(u); yet thinking he had net fpoken enough , 
when he relates, Zdat a Church was adorned with Pi- 
Gures; he ftretches this into, Adorned with Sacrea 
Images (w). From all which Inftances we may infe 
That the Cardinal would not ftick at mifquoting and 
mifreprefenting his Authors, when ic might ferve the 
Roman Intereft. 


-§.3. OF this kind alfo we may reckon his crafty 
fupprefling fuch Authorities, in whole or in part, as 
feem to crofs the Opinions and Praétices of their 
Church. His leaving out a pafiage in Optatus, wherein 
that Father makes the being in Communion with the 


Cc 


seven Churches of fa a Note of a true Catholic, 
was 
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heref. 79. 
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(x)Vid. fupra was noted before (x). And we may give many fuch 
Rey oo like Inftances: Soxemen relates an Imperial Law , 
‘33° wherein thofe are declared Heretics, who do not hold 

the Faith, which Damatus Bifhop of Rome and Peter of 

(y) Soxom, Alexandria then beld(y); but the fraudulent Annalift 
Bee leaves out Peter of Alexandria, and mentions only 
Pierre Damafus as the fole ftandard of Catholic Faith (z).. 
378. pag.339» When S.Hierom faith , Hw Adverfaries condemned him 
vith Damafus and Peter: Baronius bids us obferve, with 

what reverence the Pope’s Enemies treated him; for 

though they accufed S. Hierom of Herefie, yet againft 

(a) Barn. An. Damafus they durft not open their Mouth (4); whereas 
378-pag.347- S.Hierom protected himfelf by the Authoriry of the. 
Bilhop of Alexandria, as well as by that of the Pope. 

Again, aftera crafty Device to hide the evident ‘TFemti- 

mony whtich Gregory Ny/fen gives, againft going in Pil- 
grimage to Feru/alem,He flightly mentions an Epiftle of 

S.Hierom, which excellently confutes that then grow- 

ing Superftition ; telling us, Thar the Court of Heaven 

is as open from Britain as from Jerufalem. Which 
remarkable Sentence, and all the other learned Argu- 

b)HieronEp.13. ments of that Epiftle he omits by defign(4); though 
Toml. p.rzo. if it had “countenanced this Superftition, we fhould 
Baron. An.386. have had it cited at large. In like manner after- 
P454:455* wards. when he had another fair occafion to cite 
this fame Epiftle , which doth fo effectually condemn 
Pilgrimages, he will not quote one word out of it,. 
but barely mentions it, and runs out into the Enquiry, 
what time it was writ(c). I have given many more. 
Inftances of thefe fraudulent Concealments in my 
Difcourfe of Councils, and therefore fhall add no more 
here, but only this, That whoever reads Baronius’s 
Annals, hears flo more generally than the Evidenc 
of one fide, and that too, enlarged , if it be never fo 
flight, and commended, if it be never {o {purious; 
but whatever makes againft the Roman Church is 
depreciated and perverted, or elfe clapt under Hatches, 
and kept out of fight: Of which we have an Inftance 
in Eufebius, who becaufe he will not juftifie their 
Forgeries 


€c) Baron.An. 
394-p.613. 
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Forgeries about Conffantine’s Baptifm and Donation, 

(though he be the beft of all the Ecclefiaitical Hifto- 

rians) is never cited, but with Reproaches and Ca- 

lumnies(d); and whatever he faith againft them, is (d) Annal.32 4. 

either concealed , or the force of it taken off, by 3 *32'** 

reviling him as an Arian. An325.§.192, 
& 193. 

§. 4. Another Artifice of our Annalist is, firft to Et An. 336. 
fuppofe things which make for the honour of his Sega here 
Church , without any manner of proof, and then to Na athe 
take his own Suppofitions for grounds of Argument, 

Thus he fuppofes, that Conftantine gave S. Peter thanks 

for bis Viétory , without any evidence from Hiftory (e); (©) Baron An. 
yea, againft his own peculiar Notion, That Con- 3!755* 
Stantine was then a Pagan, and durft not doany act 

to make him feem a Chriftian (f). Again, To colour (f)id.ibid§.52. 
their Worfhip of Images, He barely (uppofes , that the 

Pagan Senate dedicated a Golden Image of Chri to 
Conftantine (g): He argues only from Conjectures, (g) Barez.An. 
to prove the Munificence of that Emperour to 312. §.68, 69. 
Rome (h); whereas, if fo eminent a Prince had given (h) Bar7-An. 
fuch great Gifts to the moft famous City in the heen 
World, doubtlefs fome Author would have mentioned 

it, and not have left the Cardinal to prove this by 

random Guefles.. Again, He fuppofes without any 

proof, that Con/tantime knew the Supreme Power over 

all Chriftians , was in the Church of Rome (i), He (4) Bod. An. 
produces nothing but meer Conjectures, that Ofius §.117. 

was the Pope’s Legate; yet he boldly draws rare 
Inferences from this (£). He doth but guefs and take it (K) Eod. An. 
for granted, that the Nicene Council was called by Slee: 


the Advice of Pope Sylvefter (1); yet this is a Foun- (gg an gute, 


dation for the Supremacy, and I know not what. 
Thus, when he hathno Author to prove, that Atba- 
nafius venerated the Martyrs, he makes it out with 
Who can doubt it 2———and it a fit to believe he did | i 
; m) Baron.An. 

fo(m). So he tells us, He bad faid - before, that Da-. 64), 
mafus favoured Gregory Nazianzen in his being elected (n) Baron.Ans 
to :be Bifhop of Conftantinople (n). He fuppoles this 380.pag.362 

¥ at indeed 
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(ojTbid.p. 359. 


(q) Baron. An. 
389.p.5 13. 


395.§.621- 


(s)Barox. An, 
397.pag.28, 


& 29. 


(t) Baron.An. 
313-9.18,19, 


(u) Baron.An. 
316.§.59, & 
€2. 

Collat. cum 
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€w) Baron.An. 
724.4. 30. 
x )Id.An.316, 
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indeed a little before (o): But all Ancient Authors fay, 


aie 
and he himfelf affirms ,,72at Peter, (Bifbop of Alexan- 
4 


\ ats Seay oe 4 
(p)idem p. 355+ dria) did inStitute him into that Bifhopric (p). He only 


fuppofés Siricius defired Theodofius to banifh the Ada- 
nichees from Rome; but the Refcript is not dire@ed 
to him, but to’ Aldinus the Prefe& ; and (except the 
fabulous Pontifical) there is no Evidence that Siricius 
was concerned in this matter(¢).. Theodorer faith, The 
Emperour chofe ‘Telemachus into the number of Martyrs, 
but Baronius fuppoles, Ths was done not only by the 
Empercur’s Care, but by the Ecclefiaftical. Authority of 


(x) Baron. An. the Pope (r). To conclude, He affirms by guef, That 


S.Nicetus came out of Dacia into Italy , to Vific the 
Apoftles Tombs, and to confult the Apoftolical 
Seat(s); bute no Author makes this out. Now, how 
can any Reader trnf{t an Hiltorian, who in relating 
things done many Ages ago, takes the liberty to 
invent and fuppofe whatever will ferve a prefenc 
‘Turn? 


§. §. Add to this that he {cruples not to: contradi& 
himfelf, and to tell manifeft Untraths to carry on 
the Intereft of Rome, which we fhall prove by. thefe 
Examples: He affirms Celicianus (Bifhop of Carthage) 
relied upon one defence , The Communion of the 
Apoftolic See; but immediately he tells us, That be 
was fupported by Conftantine’s favour (t). He cites 
S.Auguftine, laying , Conftantine (when Cweilian’s Caufe 
was referred to him) was a Chriftian Emperour ; 
yea, he cites a Letter of Conffantine, writ in a mott 
Chriftian ftyle; and yet he feigns, that Celicianus 
delayed his appearing before this Emperour, becaufe 
he thought it unfit that a Bifhop fhould be judged by 
a Lay-man, not yet Baptized(@). And again, Eighe 
years after this he reprefents Con/fantine as a meer 
Pagan, who had never heard of Peter or Paul, and 
took them for fome Heathen Deities (2); whereas he 
faith, He was @ Catechumen , and out of the Gofpel bad 
imbibed the Chrifttan Mdeckne/s eight years before (x). 


C 


Forgeries and Evrors in Baronius. 
He alfo affirms, That im the Year 324, there was as 
yet none se the Senatours beliewed the Chrijtian Faith (y). {y) Boron.An 


And yet he faith , Two year before this , that one or ee 7» 
both ‘the Conluls were Chriftians(z); yea, in che (440.322. 


165 


year 312. foes reckons up many Senatours, who had 1. 

given agit : Names to Chriftia) Thu s he CONtIa: (a) Id.4n.3 12. 
diéts himl lf by following thofe Lying AS ts Of Syl §.75,8 7° 
Safer i ‘a r to fupport the falfe Story of Con/ran ine *s 


being Busticed at Rome. Soon after, out of a Fabu- 

lous Author he talks very big of the low Reverence 

which Cyt antins paid to the Bith nops at the Nicene 

Council (4); whereas all the Authentic Hiftorians (by paron. An: 
fay, The Bithops rofe up when he entred in, and paid 325.§.06. 
him,.a great refpect (c). And when he hath told (c) !éem-ibid 


many incredible Legends about the Nails of the Crofs, 552% 
and {ems to grant that divers falfe Nails have been 
adored fcr the true, he excutes his abufed Cacholi ics 


for their miftaken Wo: thip of falfe Relics , faying, 
That their Faith excufes their Fault (d); fo that Lies 
may be innocently told and believed (it feems) at 
Rome. Again he affirms, there were Monks at Rowe 
in the year 328, and proves this by what S.4ugu?ine 
faw, there ac leaft fifty years: after (6) 5. yea,-in: the (e) Baron An, 


year 340 he faith, Athanafius jirft brought the Injtitution Pgh sie 


(d) Baron. Ans 
2 2.6.9.5 i 


$4. 


of a inkie To Rome (f)» which 1S a manifeft Ccontra- (f Id An.3 40 
ji Ge 34a 


diction. 6.8. 
Fo proceed , I wonder with what Face he could 

commend Ashanafius for {peaking charitably of the 

Heretic Arivs:, after he was dead, when he reviies 


Eufebius after his death(g); And never mentions any (,) paren, an 


of the Proteftant Doétors. deceafed 5, but -withe the 3365.44. 
bittereft Malice, and in the moft fpightful Lan - Collar. cum 
guage he can invent: If Charity were a Vertue in 4n-340.$.38 
Pets ae s, then Malice mult be a Vice in- him, 
He la: rgely relates many Appeals to the Em iperour in the 
cafe ot Atkanafius , and yet when at laft the Bi thop 
of Rome was chofen Arbitrator in this Café, and this 
but once , He cries out, Behold, Reader, the ancient 
Custom! @c. Whereas fince the Emperours hae 
brifti. 


» 
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Chriftians, it was the Cuftom to appeal firft to him, 
(h) Baron.An, as his Hiltory abundantly proves (6). He very largely 
3 4.05.2. commends the Acts of Martyrs, but by following 
them falls into many Abiurdities ; as where he tells us, 
That the Pagan Temple of Daphne at Antioch was 
G) Baron, An. burnt two days after the Martyrdom of Artemius G): 
362. pag. 37. Yet a little after he brings in this Artemius arguing 
CK) Ibid-p.44. Qoieh Fulian , about the burning of this Temple (&). 
So he tells us, The Body. of S. Fobu Baptift was burnt 
to Afhes, except fome Bones which were carried into 
Egypt to Athanafius: And yet a little after S. Hieron 
afirms , his Bones remained at Sebafte, and wrought 
(1) Barox. An. Miracles there (/). As little Truth is there in his 
362.pag.s 6. accufing Maximus the Emperour for prefaming to gudge 
ao of Bifhops Caufes (m); whereas Maximus his Letter to 
(n) id.An, 382. Siricius ( which Baronias records (2)) declares, He 
Pag47 40 would call the Bifhops to a Council in what City the 
pleafed , and refer it to them (avho were beft skilled) to 
determine thefe matters. Again, in order to juftifie 
thofe feigned Relicks of Protafiws and Gervafius fhewed 
now at Rome, he affirms, Tar S.Ambrole gave part 
of them to feveral Bifhops, and fome of them were 
brought to Rome: Whereas S. Ambrofe himfelf ( who 
Co) Bartn.An. knew beft what was done) aflures us, He buried the 
;87.pig-468. Bodies whole, putting every Foynt in his own order (0), 
Colla. cum And to name no more, He brags, that Idols were 
AmbrofeEp.85+ pulled down no where with more zeal, than at Rome (7). 
(p) Baron.An. “Yet in the fame Page he tells us, There was then 
deadapetds newly dedicated an Altar there for facrificing to the 
pag-526. : ; e 
Heathen Gods: So that we fee, defigned Falfhoods 
are not fcrupled by him in things which feem to 
make for the honour of Rome, or her Opinions. 


6.6. We 
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§.6. We may alfo obferve , that for the fame ends 
He makes innumerable falfe Inferences on purpofe 
to pervert the Truth; thus from S. Augustine's calling 
Melchiades,A Father of Chriftian People, (as every Bifhop 
is) Baronius concludes, that S. duguftine was for the 
Popes Supremacy(q):So from Bifhops judging in Canfes (q) Baren. An. 
where the People referred their Differences to them, 3139.29. 
he frequently infers, A right iw Bifhops, to judge in 
Temporal Matters (r): In like manner from Theodoret’s, (+) Barow An 


u e e ~¥ ° 4 
mentioning a Canon of the Church in general , and 3 nee. i 
(as his difcourfe fhews) referring to the Canon, which patents j 
Toy e o; e 


forbids any Bifhop to judge a Caufe rill bash Panties ical Ano 
were prefent, Barenius gathers, that the Pope was pag.61,& 62. 
{upreme over the Bifhop of Alexandria, and that by 

the Canons of Nice (s). Again, That the Pope was (sj Bare. Ane 
not beholding to the Council of Nice for his Supre- 325-§-128. 
macy, which he had from Chrift, he proves by Pope 

Nicholas his Teftimony, who had the impudence in 

his own Caufe and for his own Ends, to tell this Story 


Five hundred years after(¢): So he condemns the<*) Id.ib.§.1 3 Om 


Arians, for ejecting Bifhops without ftaying for the 

Bifhop of Reme’s Sentence, which he proves was un: 

juft by an Epiftle of Pope Fulixs, which fays, The 

Arians fhould firft have writ to all Bifbops, that fo 

what was right might be determined by all (0); where (u) Baron. Ans 

Fulins arrogates. nothing to himfelf alone, as Baronias 336$-34- 

falfly pretends. And to make this fingle Priviledge 

of Rome the more credible, he doth frequently apply 

what the Ancients fay of all the Bifhops of the Wett, 

tothe Pope: Thus what S.Ba/il faith of all the Weltern 

Churches, he applies only to Rome (w): And when (w) BaronAn. 

he recites two Epiftles of S. Ba/il, whole Title is to 371.p2g239- 

the Weftern Bifhops, and the whole difcourfe in it 

dire&ed to many Bifhops , he feigns the Name of the 

Pope is left out ‘or loft , and concludes thefe Letters (x) Baroy.An. 

were peculiarly direéted to him, and this only to 371-pag-238> 

fupport the Roman Supremacy (x), and therefore he apeende Wi 

repeats over and over this. matter , and affirms, i¢ was 
an 


168 —- — Forgeries and Errors in Baronius. 


y) Ibid273, an Embaffy fent to the Pope{y). Thus alfo when 
see S.Ambrofe faith, The Weftern Bifhops by their fudgment 
approved of his Ordination: He infers that S. Ambrofe 

impliés, It was confirmed by a public Decree of the Apo- 

(2) Baron. An. folical See(z). And whereas Ba/il {peaking of thofe 
375-988-320. Wroftern Bifhops in his time , who (he faith) kept the 
Faith entirely; Bargnius infers from hence, That 

their Succeffors, and efpecially the. Bifhops of Rome, 

(a) Baron.An. have never erred fince (a). Like to which is his in- 
Bide ne ferring the ulage of Praying to Saints from a pure 
pag.jto. Rhetorical flourifh of Naxianzews, in one of his 
*. (b)Baron.An. Ovations (%). Andithus when S.Hierom ufes all his 
372.yag.285. Oratory co fet off Virginity , becaufe that feems to 
make for the Roman Celibacy, he takes him to be 

in good earneft, and will have all his Reflexions upon 

(c) Baron. An. Marriage to be folid Arguments(c), though S. Hierons 
382-pag.402. himdelf calls them Trifles*. But when he tells a fober 
Oca ig, Etuth about the Ignorance-of the Roman Clergy, 


ai 340, par. 540. Pecuet Fic q 
i (a) fae sat then-the Cardinal tells us, He /peaks by way of Hyper- 
" 385.pag 435. 4e€d). ‘From which Inftances it doth appear, that 


1:74 


our Annalift did not, like an Hiftorian, endeavour 
to declare Truth, but only to ferve an Intereft-and a 
Party. 


§.7. Laftly, His Partiality notorioully appears where- 

ever the Church of Rome is any way concerned efor 

‘when any thing of this kind comes in his way, he 

puts off the Gharacter-of an Hiftorian and turns Dif 

putant, labouring to confute the moft ancient and 

authentic Authors, if they feem to fay any thing 

againft that Church. ‘Thus we may obferve- what 

tedious digreffions he «makes about ‘the Primacy of 

Rome in his difcourfe on the Nicene Council, for 

(e)Boron.An. Which he twice makes Apologies (e). Again, he runs 
2§. §.136, & out into along and very impertinent difpute about the 

40s Worjhip-of Images, in an’ Age when no good Author 
(£) Raron.An, Mentions them as ufed «in -the Church (f). In like 
362.pagis, manner, He makes a long excurfion to difprove an 
Authentic Story of Epipbanius, tearing a Veil ‘with 

a 
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a Pi&ure wrought in it, becaufe fuch things were not 

fit to be in Churches(g); and he f{carce ever meets (g) Baron. An, 

with any of the Roman Corruptions, mentioned in 39*P-5°%- 

the moft fabulous Authors, but he leaves the Hiltory, 

and enlarges into Remarks upon thofe Paflages. But 

if the Writer be never fo eminent , that touches any 

of thefe Sores, his bufinefs always is, to baile the 

Evidence ; of which there is {carce one year in his 

Annals , wherein there are not fome Examples. On 

the other fide, He takes every flight occafion to make 

the moft fpiceful Reflexions on all that he counts 

Enemies to the Roman Church : Thus he applies the 

Bifhop of Alexandria’s defcription of the Arians to the 

Reformed Churches, though it agree much better with 

thefe of his own Religion(4). Again, He reviles us, (h)Baron.An. 

becaufe we do not honour the Modern idle lewd 3!*38o- 

Monks of their Conmunion, as much as the An- 

cients did thofe holy and devout Monks, which 

were in the Primitive Times, though it be plain 

to all the World, thefe are like them in nothing 

but the Name (i). The like Outcry he makes (@) BarozAn. 

upon Proteftants, for undeceiving fome of thofe filly 34°05.'0. 

Nuns, who have been decoyed into unlawful Vows, item 47-393. 

meerly for Intereft and Secular Ends ; and affirms the ace 

perfwading thefe to Marry , is worfe than the Arian’s 

tavifhing and murthering them at Alexandria (k). (k) Baron.An. 

Thus alfo he compares the Reformed Divines to the 326.§.29. 

Eunomians , who taught , Their Faith alone would fave 

them, though their Lives were never fo wicked (A) ; for- ()paro#.An. 

getting that their Prieft’s convert (as they call it) 3s0.§.38. 

Murderers at the Gallows , by teaching them this very 

Principle. And, to name no more Examples, when 

S. Bafil inveighs againft thofe who defpifed the An- 

cient Cuftoms of the Primitive Church , He {pitefully 

applies this to the Reformed (m). Whereas In Very (m) Baron.An. 

Truth, they of Rome have leit off more Ancient 363.pag.13 1. 

‘Rites, and brought in more new ones, than any fort 

of Chriftians in the World. By thefe and many more 

Inftances which might be girgn » even out of this 
one 
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one Century, it is evident , that the whole defign 
of his Hiftory is to make all the Doétrins and Pra- 
ctices of Rome feem to be Primitive and right, and 
that he cares not how unlawful the Means be which 


he ufes, to gain this belief in his Reader, 


§. ¥et to conclude, we will obferve, That after all 
his evil-Methods there are many things which he 
could neither avoid relating , nor yet excufe , which 
condemn the Modern Roman Church.I wonder how he 
couid Commend Confantine for abolifhing the Stews, 
and the profticuting of Chriftian Women there; 4nd 
not obferve , That the Pope now tolerates thefe Abo- 
minations in Rome it {cif (#). Again, how doth it 
agree with the ENFALLIBILI TY of the 
Pope, to fay, That one Fioly Spirit governs the Cathotic 
Id.tb. §.76, Church, fo as to make ihe Bifhops of all Ages and Places 

agree in the fame Opinion (0)? If this be fo, what need 
one Bifhop alone be made Infallible? And if it be 
(as he faith) a Do@rin taught by the Apoftles, aad 
confequently true, Thar the Holy Spirit proceeds from the 
p) Baron. An. - Fathers then the Pope, who condemns this as an He- 


(n) Baron An. 
314.9.74. 


$25.§.70 relic of the Greeks , 1S not Infallible (p). If Con- 

frantize had known of this Infallibility lodged at Rome, 
(a) Baron An. he would have fent thither for exa@ Copies of the 
tbat. Fioly Scriptures, and not to Eufebius in Paleftima (q). 


If Damafus had this Infallible Spirit, how came he 
1) Baron An. (after he was Pope ) to need to be inftru@ed in the 
4 79-PAg- 35-3. meaning of Scripture by S. Hierom(r)? Or, if his 

Succeflor Siricius had been Infallible, how could the 
Origenifis (who held fuch palpable Herefies , that a 
Woman difcovered them to be in an Error) impofe 
upon. his Simplicity; and get Letters Teftimonial 
from this fole Judge of Herefie (s)? How came the 
Council of Alexandria to fend their Decrees to Epi- 
*) Baron.An, Peanins, S.Hierom and S, Chry/oftom > and not firft fend 
299.p.85.cum them to: Anaftafins, who was Infallible ? And indeed 
8) Beronias cannot prove they were fent to him at all, 


but by faying , Ie is Sit to beliewe , they were fest (t). 


(8) Baren, An, 
397+ pag.3 2. 


- 
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Moreover , many things in this Century related by 

theie Annals, look not favourably upon the SU PRE- 

MACY. Constantine calls Eufebins’s Ele&ion to the 

See of Antwch, An advancement to the Bifhopric of the 

Univer[al Church (u), which looks as if he knew no-\/ 24. As. 

thing of the Pope’s Pretences: That Marcellus of *°*?'%* 

“incyra, even when he was accufed before Pope 

‘Fulius, thould call him his FeVow-Atiniffer , would have 

been very Sawcy, if he had known ‘Faliws to be , 

the Supreme Bilhop of the World (w). And if this ep 

Supremacy had been owned in former Ages, how came * 

the Eaftern Bifhops to be fo angry at their being 

defired to come to Reme(x); yea, how came they (x) Baron, An 

to Excommunicate the Pope, for communicating with 3415-56857. 

one whom they had judged a Criminal (y)? It is Seen. 

not concerning the Pope, but Athanafius, that Na-" 

xianzen faith, He did again prefcribe Laws to the whele . 

WWorld(z): It feems the Pope was not the Supreme ) Baron. An. 

Caller of Synods , when S. Hierom ( {peaking of a 3°*?28°° 

Council which he thought was not Authentic) Asks, 

What Emperour ordered it to be Convened (a). We) Eod. An, ie 

cannot find in any genuine Antiquity in this Age, fo P*S oR: a 

greatan Encomium of Rome, as Naxianzen the Elder m 

gives of Cafarea, viz. That from the beginning it was, | 

and now 1 accounted the Mother of almost all Churches on 

which all the Chriftian World gafts its Eye, like a Circle 

drawn from a Center (b). A man would guefs the (p) Baron. An. 

Pope’s Authority reached no further than the Sub- 369.pag.194. 

urbicarian Regions, becaule Urficinas ( Damafus his 

Competitor ) was forbid by the. Emperour from 

entring into Rome, or the Suburbicarian Regions (¢). (c) BaromAn. 

S. Bafil was very unmannerly , if not unjuft (had this 371-pag.235- a 

Supremacy been then claimed) to fend his firft Em- Me 

baliy unto.4tbanafius,andtell him that He bad the Care of a 

all the Churches (d); yea afterward, when he did fend (4) Baren.An. iit 

into the Welt, he directs his Epiftle to the Italjam ¢04-p.235,237; i ae 

and Gallican Bifhops, without mentioning the Pope in i 

particular: And truly Damafus Gf he were Supreme) 
4: 2 took ei 


(e)Bar.An. 372. 
pag.281,282. 


(f ) Baron.An. 
375-pag.321. 
(g) Idem An. 

3 80-pag.3 62. 


(h) Baror.An. 
3.92.P5 580 


(i) Id.eod, An. 
pag.5 G9. 


(kK) Baron, An. 
397-Pag-4 4- 


(1) Barov, An. 
3369.47. 
(m) An.337. 
5-41. 

(n) An. 338. 
§.1 i. 

(o) An.343- 
6.16. 
(p)An.348.§.9. 
(q) An. 362. 
pag. 40. 

(r) An.388. 
pag. 47 7e 
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took little care of his Office, fince upon fo prefling 
Occafions he would neither Anfwer S. Baf/, nor 
S. Hierom for a long time. And S. Hierom was fome- 
what bold when be reproves the Ambition of Rome , and 
laid, He would Follow no Chief but Christ(e). S.Am- 
brofe alfo {eems not to give that deference to the 
Mother of all Churches that he ought, fince he often 
Dined and made Feafts on the Saturday, which was a 
Faft at Rome (f{); and had the Pope then been Su- 
preme, why did Ambrofe make a Bifhop at Sirmium, 
in Iiyria, fo far from his own City of Milan(g, ? 
The fame S. Ambrofe allo {peaks of Supreme Bi(bops in 
Gallia (b). It is ftrange that Siricins, the Supreme 
Paitor fhould let the Pagans fet up an Altar to the 
Goddets of Vigfory in the Roman Capitol, and that 
S.4Ambrofe fhould be the only Complainant in this 
Cafe (z). Finally , if the Pope then had any Jurif 
diction over the Eaftern Churches, why was not he 
confulted about Ordaining S. Chry/oftom Bifhop of Con- 
Stantinople? and how came the Patriarch of <Alexan- 
dria to be fent to, and to Ordain him (4)? Thefe 
Enitances thew, the Supremacy of Rome was unknown 
in that Age: And fo was the INVOCATION 
of SAINTS and ADORING of RELICKS 
alfo, as one might fufpeét by thefe Paflages , That the 
Holy Men of thofe Ages, in their Dangers and Ne- 
cefficies are {aid only to have prayed to God, not to 
the Blefied Virgin, or to Saints and Angels for help: 
So did Alexander’ Bifhop of Con/tantinople again{t .A- 
rius (1); fo did Parthenius again{t the Pagans (2m); {fo 
did Confeantins the Emperour, for Recovery of his 
Health (#1); fo allo did thofe Perfian Martyrs (0), 
Thus Euphrates, an Eminent Bifhop, implores only the 
help of Chrift againft an illufion of the Devil (9). 
Fhe Chriftians who tranflated the Bones of Babylas 
the Martyr, did nor Pray tohim, but Praifed God.(q); 
and Macedenius , an holy Monk, is obferved only to 
call upon God Night and Day Cr). <Arcadius the 

Empe- 
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Emperour in an Earthquade prayed to the Lord, the 
only preferver of the Humble (s). Porphyrius, Bifhop (s) An.396. 
of Gaza, and his People, called only upon Chrift, not pg.21- 
upon any Saints(+): So that all thefe ufed the Pro- (t) An. 398 
teftant way of Worfhip. And the Ronanifts muft be pepel de 
very unfafe in their Worthip of Saints, fince Baromius — 
confefles, one of their Catalogues of Saints puts in the 
Names of two Hereticks, as good Catholic Saints (4)..(u) Baron.An. 
So alfo as to the Adoration of Relicks, the Fairhful 349-5.41.& 
in Perfia did not keep the Body of their Martyr to 255 as 
Worthip, but buried it in a Tomb (2). So S. Anthony ete pe 
the Primitive Hermit, fearing and difliking this Super- 
ition, ordered his Body to ‘be put into a. private 
and unknown Grave, according to the Cuftom of 
the Catholic Church (x); and thereiore Metaphraftes. ® Bara. An- 
his fole Evidence will not pals, for the Legend of tran- he ek 
flating the Bodies of 5. Andrew and S. Luke to Conftan- 
tinople (y). “Tis true, this Superfticion. was then creep- (y) Ibid.§.25- 
ing in, and fome Cheaters.did begin to fell the Bones 
of Falfe Martyrs (a Trade ufed at Rome for many 
Ages); but Theodofius his Law {=verely punithed this 
Crime (z): Which ridiculous Impofture, fulian the (2) Baron.An. 
witty Apoftate had juftly expoied {ome years before, 386.pag.455- 
as baing contrary to Scripture and to the Chriftian 
Law (4). (a) Id-An. 3 62. 
To proceed, Had the Altars been then ufed to be M8: °™ s 
adorned with IMAGES, as they are now al Rane, Tee 
the Eaithful would not have been fo furprized at 
bringing in an Image, and placing it on the Altar ,.as 
Optatus faith they were @); and Baronius can find no 
Precedent for carrying /mages in Proceflion to pro- 
cure Rain, but the Pagan Superftition(¢). In S. Am (c) Baron, An. 
brofes time the Virgins Apartment +n the Church was 362-pag.6o- 
not adorned with Pictures or Images, but (after the 
Proteftant way) with Sentences of Holy Scripture 
Theodofius thould have excepted the 
Saints, when he forbad the honouring any Images 
void of Senfe, with lighting Tapers, offering pig 
an 


(b) Baron. Ane 
348.§.3 3° 


\ (d). (8) Baron. An. 
Images of the 377-P98:3%7° 


yeaa han oeauine 
AVES gael eae Mes 
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(e) Baron. An. and Garlands to them (¢) : Sothat doubtleg this is an 
39% Pag. $6267 NNOVATION in their Church,and fo are many 
other of their Rites. The Pope’s Bull, to choofe a 
Stranger to be Bifhop of a Church , whereof he never 
| had been a Member » Was unknown when Pope Fulius 
(f) Baron.An. condemned this Practice (f). The Cuftom of putting 
3418.17, Be Gere in the Communicant’s Mouth (as Baroniys 
confefleth } was unknown in this Century, when (Pro- 
(g) Baron, Am teltant like) they took it into their hands (g). In S.An- 
3 OP te guftine’s time the People at Rome Fafted on Wednefdays 
(h) Baron. An. Which ude they have now left off (4). When the Rites 
BS 3:pageags. oe Burial ufed at Chriftian F unerals are defcribed by 
Naxtanzcn (on occafion of the Funeral of Cz/arius } 
there is no mention of any Prayers for his Soul; for 
(i) Baron, An. that Superftition was not then allowed @). The cap- 
368. pag. 179. rying a Crofs before them in Proceffion , cannot be 


made out in this Age, but by the {purious A&@s of 
(k) Baron.An, Marty | 


rs cited by Metapbrajtes(k’. But left I tire the 
TARP k Reader, I will conclude with one or two Inftances 
more, to thew the difference between Modern Kome 
and this Age: Their Monks now are not like thofe of 
that time, but refemble the Meffalian Heretics, who 
pretended to Pray continually , and never ufed any labour, 
and claimed all mens Alms os due only to them + who faid, 
that Marriages might be difjilved, Seducing Children prom 
thew Parents, and boafting they were pure from Sin; yea, 
(1) Baron, An. wearing Sackcloth, that all nay feet (1). Theodofins made 
ead ad ‘a Law to banith Monks from Cities, and oblige them 
ie to retire into Defert places (m): Bue the Modern 
3 90.pag-537. Monks are all for Noble Seats in the beft frequented 
Cities; fo that thefé and thofe are valtly different. 
Finally, He makes the Perfecuting Spirit of Macedonins, 
and the Patience of Athanafius, a mark to diltinguith 
Truth from Herefie: Now, if we apply this Mark; as 
(n) Baron.An, HONE are greater Perfecutors than the Romanifts, fo we 
3 60.§.27,828, Mult conclude none are further from the Truth (2). 


And 
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And now by thefe few Inftances, within the compafs 
of one Century,the Reader may judge what Truth there 
can be in that Religion, that needs fo many Frauds to 
hide its Faults; and what truft can be given to that 
Hiftorian, who to ferve anill Caufe, makes no fcruple 
to ufe all chefe kinds of Deceit. This may warn all that 
defign to perufe thele Aunals, not to rely uponany of his 
Authorities or Arguments without examining, and alfo 
not to take every thing for Primitive and Ancient, 
which he pretends to be fo. This may fuffice for this 
Volume, and (if we proceed) we fhall make the like 
Remarks on the following Tomes ; to fhew, that their 
Religion is made up of Falfhoods, and cannot be de- 
fended without Lying and Forgery, which is the great 
{upport of their Evil Caufe, 


Bee Be NE eS, 


Glory be to the GOD of Truth. 
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The Epiftle Dedicatory. 


dred by divers neceflary Avocati- 
ons, but now comes to appear 
under Your Grace’s aufpicious 
Patronage; andif it be fo happy 
alfo to gain Your Approbation, 
that will recommend it to all 
that know Your Grace's folid 
Judgment and Undifguifed  In- 
teority. Frauds and -Forgeries 
are naturally Your Averfation, 
and therefore the difcovery of fo 
great a heap of them, may I hope 
be acceptable to Your Grace ; not 
on your own Account,to whom 
probably here is nothing New ; 
but becaufe this Effay may aflift 

oung Divines and fuch as begin 
to read Church-Hiftory,at a cheap 
and eafy rate to diftinguith Truth 
from Falhood in matters of great 
importance. [ fhall add no more, 
{ince 


eae 


Cea 
By ty 


Lhe Epiftle Dedicatory. 
fince to. give your Grace your 
jult Character, is as necdlefs ag it 
would be difficult for me, and 
would not be pleafing to “your 
Grace; only I thall moft heartily 
pray, Lhat the Church may ‘be long 
happy in Your Condust, and that he 


may be reckoned among Your Grace’s 
Friends, who is, 


My Lord, 
Your Grace's moft faithful 
Servant , and Your 


True Honourer, 


~'THO:COMBER. 


THE 


PREFACE. 


NTIQU ITY feems fo Naturally 


to challenge Veneration from alk 


fucceeding Times, that it gives a 

| Value 10 many things which have 
nothing elfe to recommend them: But the 
Records of former Ages, efpecially thofe rela- 
ting to the Faith and Praétice of the Church, 
while it was inits purityand {plendor, are by 
all fober Men accounted truly Sacred. Tet 
no Writings have fuffered more by fraudulent 
Hands than thefe: For moft of them being 
jor many Ages in the cuflody of thofe, who 
bad a new Authority to fet up, and were to 
contrive new Doctrines to furnifb and fupport 
it with Wealth and Power, their Intereft ob- 
lized them to corrupt all genuine Ecclefiafti- 
cal Fiftory, and to invent innumerable [pz- 
a ylOUS 
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rious Pieces, under great and ancient Names, 
thereby to impofe upon the ignorant Ages, and 
make them imagine, ther tater Devices were 
of Apoftodical, or at leaft Primitive Original: 
And this is done with fo much Artifice and 
Cunning, that a carelefs Reader of the Ee- 
clefiaflicak Story Kas'they tephefemt Gt) is in 
danger of being perfuaded ,, That the Modern 
Roman Church isin all things conformable to 
the Primitive, from which it differs as much 
as Darknefs doth’ from Light: To prevent - 
which fatal Mifiake, I think no Time can be 
better fpent, no Pains mcre ufefully employed, 
than in corretling the Hiftory ‘of the. An- 
cient Church, ‘and difcovering the various 
Palfifications thereof. 

Wherefore I have now purfued and en- 
larged my Defign of remarking the Roman 
Frauds and Forgeries in their Editions of the 
Councils, and in Baronius, by rectifying the 
Hiftory of the Church, and all Paffages re 
lating toit,as I go along; having proceeded 
as far as the Middle of the Sixth Century: A 
Period which contains [bree of the firfi Five 
General Councils , and is memorable for va- 
riety of moft incportant Tranfattions. It was 
in this time that the moft refined Hereticks — 
difturbed 


THE “RRE FACIE. 
difturbed the Church, and the barbarous’ Na- 
tions. broke ‘into the Roman Empire , and 
fetled in divers parts of it. énd while the MW 
farmer employed the Pens of the Learned, | 
and the later diverted the Thoughts of the ni 
declining Enrperors, Rome had an’ unlucky 
Opportunity to ferve the ends of her afpiring : I 
Ambition, and to lay the Foundation of her | 
future Grandeur: Which Projetts were fur- | 
thered by a great decay, mot only of Learn- hy | 
ing, but of Piety and good: Manners, toward es 
the End, of this time, which made.way for i) 
divers Supetftitions to creep into the Worfbip, 
and many Irregularities to grow up in the 
Difcipline of the Chriftian Church. Yer fill 
there were many Learned and piows Writers, 
who laboured to defend the: baith » toebeck 
all forts of Ufurpations, and to keep up the 
Primitive Purity and good Order: So that 
the Editors of thefe Councils and Baronius 
have been put to all their Jhifts; 10 feign an 
Agreement between the Records of this Period, 
and the: Modern Dofkrines and» Practices of 
their Church, foifting in many Legends and 
Jourious Tratts, ‘and corrupting the Words, as 
well. as. forcing the Senfe of the genuine 
Writingsofthefe Ages. LOM | 

a2 Of 


TE I BS RG a aR 
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‘Of which Proceedings I was in hopes t¢ 


bave ~ found, both an exahs Account andy 
juft -Cenfure in the lately publifhed Work 
(2) New of the Learned Monfieur Du Pin (a). And 
a ee muft be confefled he hath owned more 
ters,&c. of thefe ill Prattices , than any Weiter o 
Lint1093-thar Church, and fuffered for tellina. more 
Truth than the Roman Caufe can bear. Tez 
ajter all, either by the prejudices of his Edu: 
cation, or the influence of bis Superiors, and 
the diladvantage of his Circumflances 
many things of this:kind are omitted, which 
are neceffary for usto knows And though I 
would advife Young Students of Eccleftafti- 
cal Antiquity. (whofe fervice I aim at ) to 
Read thofe Elaborate Collettions; Yet Tecan. 
not affure them, they may every where depend 
on them. 

The beft method to know the wole Truth, js 
to Read overthe Councils them|lelves,and com- 
pare them, as they go on, with Baronius’s Ap- 
nals,and both with thefe brief Remarks: which 
will. fo unfold that Myflery-of Rome’s cor= 
rupting and falfifying the Church-Hiflory and 

a Writings of thefe times, that a diligent obfer- 
ie ver will hereby be enabled (without a Guide ) 

as to difcover more of thefé. Errors, than our 
| defigned 
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defigned brevity would allow us to fet doxn: hl 
. And fuch a Reader may not only fafely per- ay 
ufe the Hiflorians and Difputants of that iM 
fide, but will foon arrive at the Skill to con- i 
fute all their Arguments, which are {upport- 
ed by difguifing of Ancient Records: And as 
bis difcovery of the Roman Frauds, will give 
him a juft averfation for that Church s fo his (2 
feeing that. our Church rejelts thefe Arts of mi 
deceiving , and needs no falfe or feigned E- i’ 
vidence, muft give him as true a value for te 
it; fince we appeal to all uncorrupted Anti- 
guity, Our Paftors can fay with S. Peter, 
We have not followed cunningly devi- 
fed Fables (b). Deceit in Human Affairs (5) 2 Peter i 
is equally Odious and Mifchievous: But aie i 
Religious Matters it is highly Impious and 
Intollerable 5 becaufe it not only mifleads 
Men in matters relating to their Eternal 
Salvation: But (as a Learned Prince ufed 
to fay,) it makes God himfelf an Inftru- 
ment of theCrime, and a Party to the 
holy Cheat (ahs To this Horrid Degree @) Dum 
of Guilt, may the defign of impofing falle soorine, 
and gainful Doctrines drive partial Men. Deum ip- iS 
But the Mifchief is prevented as foon asim inter- HH 

: ponunt tan- att 


quam fceleris mediatorem+: Rex Alfonf apud Phil, Camerar. 
hor. fubf, Tom, JI] pag. 127. it 
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it is difcovered; wherefore T hope thele Papers. 
which fo plainly expofe this fort of Falfifica. 
tions , may fet the Hiftory of thefe Times 
in a clearer Light ; and not only help toun- 
deceive fome well-meaning and mifled Ro- 
manifis , but to Eftablilh the Inquifitive 
and Ingenious Members of this rightly Re- 
formed Church, for whofe Safety and Profpe- 
rity the Author daily Prays, and to whofe 
Service he Dedicates all bis Labours. 
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COUNCILS. 


PART III CENT. V. 


C. HAPs ad 
Of the time before the Council of Ephefus. 


Sc HE Editors of the Councils being 
generally the Popes Creatures, feem 
not fo much concerned to give us 
a true Account of what was done, 
as to make their Readers believe, 
that all the Affairs of the whole 
Chriftian World were managed folely by the Bifhop of 


Rome, and every thing determined by his fingle Autho- 


rity ; Thus the firft Council of Toledo was (2) held in (4) Bim, Tom. 
Spain, under Patronus, Bifhop of that City: The Title Kes 2s pag. 
fays it was held in the time of Pope Anastasius, and? +... a 


Notes Col, 1222, 


An.Do,4.00 


(b) Bpikt. 23. 
P. Innoc. ap, 


Baron. An.405. 


pag: 235. 


(¢) Baron. Ap: 
pend. ad Tom. 
5. pag. 691. 


(d) Lab, pag. 
1279, 


(e) Bin. pag: 
602. & not. 
pag. 606. 
Lab.col. 1231. 
not. col, 1240. 


(f ) Bin. notis. 
(g) ut fupra: ita 
Lab. Baron. 


* About this 
time, 
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trotes the Name of the Conful for that year, 400. But 
Baronius finding an Epiftle of Pope Innocent writ toa 
Council of Toledo five years after this (4) (relating to 
the Prifcillian Hereticks then abounding in Spain) 
purely to make us think the Bifhops of Spats could do 
nothing without the Pope, removes this Council down 
to'the Year 4oys. » Yet afterwards in his Appendix, per- 
ceiving the trick wastoogrofs, he recants that Chrono- 
logy, and reftores it to its true Year Anno 400.(c) But 
after all,this Epiftle of Pope Innocent is by fome fufpected 
to be forged ; and Sirmondus confeffeth, that all the Old 
Books citerthis Epiftle as written to a Council at Tho- 
loufe(d); fothathe and Baronius probably altered the 
reading, and put in Toledo inftead of Tholoufe, becaufe 
this was the more Famous Council;-and they hada 
mind it fhould be thought that all eminent Councils 
expected the Popes Letters before they durft a&: 
Whereas this Council of Zoledo makes it plain, that they 
cenfured the Prifcillianifts, and abfolved fuch as_ re- 
canted purely by their own Authority. And when 
they thought fit to acquaint other Churches abroad 
with what they had done, they fend an Embaffie, not 
only to the Pope, but to Simplicianus, Bifhop of Adilan, 
whofe Judgment and Authority they valueas equal with 
the Popes (e). And here we mutt obferve, that Baronius 
and the Annotator (feeing it was a refle@ion upon the 
Popes to have a Bifhop of Adilax ranked equal withthe 
Pope ) affirm ( without any Proof) that St. Ambrofe 
and his Succeffor Simplicianus were only the Popes Le- 
gates, and that thefe Spanifh Se would communi- 
cate with none but {uch as the Apoftolical See did com- 
municate with (f). Whereas they have the principal 
regard to the See of Milan, and in the definitive Sen- 
tence name only St. Ambrofe(g), though fome Forger 
hath there manifeftly pue in thefe words, add alfo what 
Siricius advifed: And in the Council of Zarin, which 
Baronius cites, St. Ambrofe is named before the Pope; 
yea it is manifeft by divers African Councils *, that 
they gave equal refpect at leaft to the Judgment and 
Authority 
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Authority of the Bifhop of Milan, as to thofe of Rome( ‘F). (f) Baron. An. 
So that it is ridiculous and abfurd to fancy that St. Am. 495: & appen: 
brofe and his Succeffors (who were greater Men than 2¢ 1° 5:?°8: 
the Popes for Learning and Reputation ) were the Le- °”* 
gates of Rome; and thishath been invented meerly to 
agerandize that See. And for that fame reafon thev 
have ftufied into the Body of this Council a Rule of 
Faith againft the Prifcillianifts, tranfinitted from fome 
Bifhop of Spaiz with the Precept of Pope Leo, who was 
not Pope till forty years after thisCouncil(g ). Yea, (g) Bim. ‘pag. 
Binius 1n the very Title of this Council, would have it 599° | 
confirmed by another Pope that lived divers Centuries “”” col. 1227+ 
after, of which Labé was fo afhamed, that he hath 
{truck that whole Sentence out of his Edition(/). As (h) Vid. Ticul. 
to the Canons of this Council I fhall only remark ; Concil-ap. Bix. 
That the firft of them lays a very gentle punifhmen: ©” 
upon Deacons and Priefts who lived with their Wives, 
before a late Interdit, which is no more but the prohi- 
biting them to afcend to any higher Order (i). And (4) Concil. Tol. 
no wonder they touched this point fo gently, for this '- eiiit 
prohibiting Wives to the Clergy wasnever heard of in oF hi 
Spain till Siricizs ( who died about three years before) 
advifed it in his Epiftleto Hiserius, and therefore Inno- 
cent in his third Epiftle faid, Siricius owas the Author of 
this form of Ecclefiaftical Difcipline, that is, of the Cler- 
gies Celibacy: and adds, that thofe who had not received 
his Decree were worthy of pardon (k): And by the many (&) suc. ep.3. 
and repeated Canons made in Spain afterward in this Bim. pag. 612. 
Matter, it appears, the inferior Clergy would not fol- 4%. cl1254- 
low the Popes advice. The fourteenth Canon (/) fhews () Concil. Zl. 
that the Primitive way of receiving the Communion, © 14. 2 p. 
was by the peoples taking it into their hands, as they 59° 44%. ol 
do now in our Church: And the Notes confefs, that the '*7*’ 
Roman Cuftom of taking it into their mouths out of 
the Priefts hand is an innovation (m), brought in after (m) Nor. Bin, 
the corrupt Doétrine of Tranfubftantiation had begot pag: 598. Lab. 
many fuperftitious Conceits about this Holy Sacrament, ol. 1239. 
the altering of the Doétrine occafioning this change in 
the way of receiving: Whereas the Proteftant Churches 
which 


early 
Eat 
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which retain the Primitive Do@trine, keep alfo the Pri- 
mitive Rite of Communicating. To this Council are 
tack’d divers Decrees which belong to fome Council of 
Toledo or other ; but the Collectors, Burchard, Ive, 8c. 
not knowing to which, have cited them under this Ge- 

(x) Bin. pag. Neral Title, out of the Council of Toledo, and {fo the 

602. Lab.col Editors place them all here (x). But moft of them do 

12316 belong to later times, and the name of Theodorus, Arch- 

) ie fs: Bithop of Canterbury, in one of thefe Fragments fhews it 

rik, "was made 300 years after this time (0). 

An. Dom. 401. We have in the next place two African Councils faid 
to be under Anaftafias, though indeed they were un- 
der the Bifhop of Carthage : The former of thefe, de- 
crees an Embaflie fhall be fent both to Anaftafius, Bi- 
thop of Rome, and Venerius, Bifhop of Milan, for a fup- 
ply of Clergy-men, of whom at that time they had 

(p)Bin.pag. teat {carcity in Africa (p). The other African Coun- 

606. Lab, col. cil determines they will receive fuch Donatifts as 

5241, recanted their Errors, into the fame Orders of Clergy 
which they had, before they were reconciled to the 
Church, provided the Bifhop of Rome, Milan and other 
Bifhops of Italy (to whom they fent a fecond Embaffie) 
confented to it: Now here, though all the Italian Bi- 
thops were applied to, and he of Milan by name, as 
well as the Bifhops of Rome; and though it was not 
their Authority, but their Advice and Brotherly Con- 
{ent, which the African Bifhops expected; yet Baroni- 
us and Binius tell us, st is certain that Anaftafius did give 
them licence to receive thefe Donatifts in this manner, be- 

(9) Bin. pag. canfe St. Auguftin [aid they did receive them (q). Where- 

athenneceasaed ec Auguftine never mentions any licence from the 

3242. Baron. ° 

4n. 401. pag. Pope, and his leave or confent was no more defired 

130. than the leave of other eminent Bifhops, only the An- 

nalift and his followers were to make this look as an 

indulgence granted from Rome alone. 
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§. 2. Pope Innocent fucceeded Anaftafius, who had the 4s. Dom. 402. Py 
good fortune to be convinced (by St. duguffine, and Ve 
other Bifhops more learned than himfelf ) that Pelagius ii 
and Cele/tius were Hereticks, and fo to joyn with the 
Orthodox in condemning them, for which he is highly 
commended by St. Auguftine, St. Hierom, and by Profper, i 
who were glad they had the Bifhop of fo powerful and | 
great a City of their fide; and fo was poor St. Chry- 
foftom allo, whofe Caufe he efpouled when Theophilus of 
Alexandria and the Emprefs oppreffed him ; and by that 
means Innocent allo got a good Charaéter from St. Cbry- 
foftom and his Friends in the Eaf : But fome think it 
was rather his good fortune than his judgment, which 
made him take the right fide: The Pontifical fills up 
his Life, as ufually, with frivolous matters (r). But two (*) Biz. pag. 
things very remarkable are omitted theré, the one is a ©°7: 44. col. 
paflage in Zo/fimus, viz. That when Alaricus firft be-'*** 
fieged Rome, and the Pagans there, faid the City 
would never be happy till the Gentile Rites were re- 

{tored , The Prefect communicates this to Pope Innocent, 

who valuing the [afety of the City before bis own Opinion, 

privately gave them leave to do what they defired (s). The(s) Zam. hitt. 
other is, That when Rome was taken afterwards: by !-5- pae8'6- 
Alaricus, Pope. Innocent was gone out of the City to Ra- 

venna, and did not return till all was quiet ; and there- 

fore I cannot with Baronius think that St. Hierom com- 

“pares Pope Innocent to ‘feremiah the Prophet (¢).;. for (¢) Baron. An. 

Feremiah ttaid among God?s People and preached to 410 pag. 30% 
them, but Innocent was gone out of Rome long before 

it was feized by the Goths.. Further we may obferve, 

that whereas St. Hierom advifed a Noble Roman Virgin 

to beware of the Pelagian Hereticks, and to hold the 

Faith of Holy Innocent (4): Baronias is fo tran{ported («) Hieron ad 

with this, that he quotes it twice in one year, and thus 2e™. ep. 8.pag, 
enlarges on it, That St.Hierom knew the Faith was kept 7* ae 
more pure and certainly in the Seat of Peter, than by Au- | et 
guitine or any other Bifhop, fo that the Waters of Salvation a 

were to be taken more pure out of the Fountain than out of if 
Any : | hs 
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‘(w) Baton. At.any Rivers (wv); which abfurd Glo is eafily confuted 


413. Pag: 354, 


dab by confidering, that this Lady was a Member of the Ro- 
5 0. 


man Church, and fo ought to hold the Faith of her 
own Bifhop, efpecially fince he was at that time Or- 
thodox; and this was all St. Hierom referred to: For 
he doth not at all fuppofe the Roman See was infallible, 
nor did he make any Comparifon between Auguftine 
and Innocent, fince he well knew that in point of Learn- 
ing and Orthodox Judgment Auguftine was far above 
this Pope, who indeed derived all the skill “he had as 
to the condemning Pelagius from the African Foun- 
tains, and efpecially from St. Avguffine: Befides, nothing 
is more common than for fome Eminent Bifhops to be 
named as the Standard of Catholick Communion, not 
from any Priviledge of ‘their ‘See, but becaufe at that 
time they were Orthodox: So the Bifhops of Con/fanti- 
nople, Alexandria and Antioch are named ina Refeript 
of Arcadius the Emperor, with this Chara@er, that 
{uch as did not hold Communion with them fhould’ be 
(#) Baron, an, Caftout of the Church (x). ‘And thus Athanafias, Am- 
404. pag.202. dbrofe, Cyril and others, eminent for being Orthodox, 
have been made the Touchftones of Mens Faith, fuch 
pafling for true Believersonly, whoheld the fame Faith 
with them. fakes Pati 
For this Pope there are divers Epiftles publifhed, upon 
which. and the ‘partial Notes’ upon them we will 
make fome ‘brief remarks. 
The firft Epiftle to Decentius, Bifhop of Eugubium, 
(y) Bin. marg., Was writ the lalt year of Innocent Annoar6. (9) but is 
pag. 609. _— placed firft, becaufe it talks big of St. Peter, and’of the 
Lab, marg.col. duty of other Churches to conform to the Roman ufa- 
cua ges: But there are fome paflages in it which make it 
queftionable whether this Pope writ it; or, if he did, 
fhew his ignorance and grofs miftakes ; for the Author 
affirms, That no Apoftle but Pever did Inftiture Churches, 
Ordain Priefts and Preach in Italy, France, Spain, Africa, 
(x) Innoc. ep-t» Sicily and the adjacent Iflands (z). Whereas the Scri- 
Fin, 88-608. ture teftifies that St. Paul did inftitute the Church at 
Paeecol 1248" Rome and preached in Italy; and moft of the Bre 
altica 
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aftical Writers afirm that Se. ames preached in Spain. 
aly. He enjoyns the Saturday Fait (@) which was a (a) Bin. pag. 

peculiar Cuftom of the Roman Church not obferved 609-L44. col. 
in the Eaff, -nor at Milan, nor almoft in any other '7+° 
Churches of divers Ages after; and we may obferve that 

among all Innccent’s Reafons for it, there is not one 

word of the Blefled Virgin, who was not worthiped in 

thofe days, as fhe is now by the Romanifts, who now 

pretend to obferve this Saturday Faft peculiarly to the 

honour of the Virgin Mary. 3ly. He allows not only 

Priefts, but alfo Lay-Chriftians to give extream Undai- 

on to the Sick, if the Oy] be but confecrated by a Bi- 

fhop (4). In which point the Roman Church hath () Tnnoce ep. 1. 
fince altered her Opinion; and I doubt nor but they 5: : oe si i 
will call this now, a manifeft error. Lik, Olea i 

The fecond Epiftle to Viétricius (as Labbe confeffeth) | 

is patched up out of the fourth Epiftle of Siricius and | 
the feventh of Pope Zachary (c). And the Centuriators (c) Bi marg. i 
note concerning all thefe Epiftles which go under Inno- P38: lta : i 
cent’s Name, That fometimes whole Paragraphs are taken wis ; ae 

out of the Epiftles of both former and later Popes (d), which (d) Magdeb. | 
is a ground to fufpect thar moft of them are not ge- Cent.s. pag. Wi) | 
nuine : However there hath been a later hand employ- 1233+ 
ed to foilt in a paflage or two into this Epiftle; for vat 
whereas the Firft Writer declares that, al Caufes {hall be ml 
determined in the Province where. they happen, fome have : 
put in aSentence [excepting the reverence due tothe Roman 

Church | into the Body of the Seéion ; and an excepti- 

on of referving the greater Caufes for- the Apoftolick See, in 

the end of that Seétion (ec), which make the whole (e) Bin. pags | 
Decree null, and contradi& the Nicene Canon cited 611. Lab. col. - 

there: And whereas the former fentence was meer non- 1250. pg 
fenfe in Binius, Labbe hath put two words ( fine pr ej t- ee 
dicio). into his Edition, to make this grofs Addition ‘ee 
feem coherent, and conceal the Forgery: Again, the my 
Author of this Epiftle in his zeal again{t the Clergies ih 
Marriage, falfly cites it for Scripture, That God's Priefts HN) Be 
muft marry but once (f); and it is but a poor excufe( f) Bin.ib.§.6. eh ied 
which Labbe makes, that Tertullian had cited this as ve Lab. col. 1251: wl 

O 
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hl of Leviticus, fince the infallible Interpreter of Scripture’ 

if | fhould have corre&ed his Error,-and not have counte- 
ae nanced an addition to the Holy Fext to férve an ill 
a Caute,  3/y. The Writer thews himfelf grofly ignorant 
aye of the Courfeés of the Jewith Priefts, when he faith, they 
a Aig ‘i did not depart from the Temple nor go to their Houfe in the 
too (g) Ibid.ap.Bin, year of their Miniffration (g). Whereas every one 
1 Lab.§ 9. knows that there was but 24 Courles of the Priefts, and 


that every Family miniftred but one Week ata time 

(b) See Selden from Sabbath to Sabbath (4). Yet this Author makes 
st of Chrifi's Na- the fame miftake again in the third Epiftle, and con- 
Hoye ee Brey £06" 58) fidently talks again of the year of their Cour[e. 4ly. Where- 
te 9 as St. Paul had declared Marriage honourable im all Men 
(without excepting Minifters) and the Bed undefs- 

(i) Heb. X111.4. led (z). ‘This Impudent Epiftolizer calls the ufe of Mar- 
riage in the Clergy a being ftained with Carnal Concu- 

pifcence, and expounds that place, Tbofe who are in the 

(k) Rom.v111.8. Flefh cannot pleafeGod (k); of fuch Marriages (7), ma- 
(1) Ibid. §.. 9. king the Apoftle contradi& himfelf by this fenflefs and 
falfe Glofs: But notwithftanding all thefe pernicious 

and abfurd Errors, Baronius and Binius do extreamly 

magnifie the Pope upon this occafion, as being that 

Original Fountain from whence the moft Famous Bilhops of 

the World ufed to draw Water, knowing of what great 

Strength and Authority thefe things were which came from 

(m)Not.in  #4¢ Apoftolical See (m). But firft, If thefe Epiftles be 
ep. 2. Bin. pag. forged ( which is very probable) then all thefé brags 
612. Lab.col. and bold inferences are vain; if they be true and 
1253. Bares. were writ by Innocent, they may juftly bluth, that fuch 
%: tae P*8* poor ftuff fhould come from the Bifhop of fo great a 
f ee; and however it will not follow that the Roman 
Bifhop was the Head of the Catholick Church, becaufe 

Viétricias and Exuperius: writ to\him for advice. For 

how many more and greater Bifhops writ to St. Ba/i, 

St. Auguftine 3 yea to Ifdore of Peleufium and St. Hierows 

who were only Priefts ? and how far do their Anfwers 

exceed thofe of the Pope? Yet none will be fo ridi- 

culous to magnifie the See of Cz/area or Hippo, or the 
Monalteries of Peleu/inm and Bethlehem, as if they a 

the 
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the very Fountains of Religion, or thefe Perfons the Me 
Heads of the Catholick Church : I will only add, that aa 
Orofius is noted by Baronius himfelf to have con{ulted 
with St. Augustine and St. Hierom, (about matters of 
Faith, and greater concernment by far than thefe ) and wad 
not with Jssccent his pretended Original Fountain (») ; Cz) Bares. Ay. Mi 
fo that every one donbtlefs did not take the Pope. for 4'4 Pas: 363. ly 
the fole infallible Oracle in thofe days. a 
The third Epiftle to Exuperius is liable to all the Ob- a 
jections againft the former: Ladbe faith i is patch’d up out rq 


~% 


of Siricius Epiffle to Himerius, the fecond Epiftle of Ce- ie 
leftine, and one of Leo to Theodorus (0) ; and’ there- (0) L%. col. mt | 
fore probably itis forged : Or if we grantit genuine, 125+ &c.in | | 
it looks not very: favourably upon their Modern Pre-™"® ii 
tence to Infallibility ; forthe Pope here fays, be will an- mi) 


~ ‘ . : | 17 Re ; 
fever according to the meafure of bis underftanding; and Wee 


confefles, shat by Conference he added to. bis Knowledge; oe 
and while he was an{wering others, always learned fome- la 
thing himfelf (p). The Notes alfo are much miftaken in (») 3’. pag. : 
arguing from two Bifhops enquiring of Pope Innocent?s ©}?- Lab. cole 

fenfe in fome matters of Difcipline, That all rhe Catho- '?** ah 
lick Church ought to keep the Decrees of the Apostolick Me 
See (g). Por there were many hundred Bifhops in thofe (4) Notis Biv: ae 
and other Provinces, who never enquired after the Bi- pag: 613-244. 
fhop of Rome’s.cuftoms, nor defired his advice; and it °°* !257° 

is very certain that divers of thefe pretended Decrees 

were not obferved, no notin France (where thefe two 

Bifhops lived) for divers Ages after they are pretended 


to be fent thither. Before I leave this Epiftle I mut i 
obférve, chat the laft Seion about the Canon of Scri- 4 


pture, wherein all the Apocryphal Books are reckoned 
up as part of the Canon (r ), isa grof$ Forgery added (+) Ep. 3. Zu. “4 
to it 300 years after Inuocent’s death; tor Cre/conius never 0. §. 7.. Bin. | o 
faw this part of the Epiftle, nor doth he mention it P-6'3- £4?- | 
under this Head, though he cite the other: parts of it; °° '*>* 
fo that if the whole Epiftie be not forged,yer this part of 

it is certainly {purious, and added to it by a Jater hand, | 
as is at large demonftrated by Bifhop Co/ens in his Hifto- | 
ry of the Canon of Scripture, to which I refer the Rea- 
der 
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(s) Cou/. Schol. der(s}, toting only that the Council of Trent grounded 
nit. An. 405-cheir Decree about the Canon of Scripture, not uponge- 
pe’ nuine Antiquity, but palpable Forgeries and Corruptions. 
{nthe following Epiftles unto the twelfth, there is 
nothing remarkable, but fome brags of the dignity of 
Rome, and many pretences to a ftri& obfervance of the 
Ancient Canons, which were no where ofther broken 
than in that Church: Some think they are all forged, 
(t) Bin. pag. becaufe they wang the Confuls names (r).And the twelfth 
614,&c. Lab. Epiftle may pafsin the fame rank, fince it is dated with 
col. 1260, &c. falfe Confuls, viz. Fulius the fourth time, and Pala. 
(4) Bin. pag. dius (uw); but becaufe-it feems to fhew that the Pope 
618. Lab. col. took care even of Foreign Churches, Baronius refolves 
5264» to amend it of his own head, and puts in Theodofiusand 
(») Baron. 4n. Palladius, though ftill the number is falfe (a); for The- 
416. num. 30. odofins was the feventh time Conful with Paliladius, not 
pag: 393- the fourth ; and had not this Epiftle made for the 
Popes Supremacy, the Annalift would not have taken 

pains to mend it. 
The thirteenth Epiftle, which paffes in Binius for a 
famous teftimony of Innocent?s zeal in difcovering the 
(x) Bin.pag. Pelagians(«), and meriting Notes, is the fame with the 
at Tom.2, beginning of the fecond Epiftle of - Felix the fourth (7); 
Par.t, p.637. 20d Labbe faith it is a forgery of the counterfeit Iidore 
(z) Lab. marg.(%)« The fourteenth Epiftle calls Antioch a Sifter Church, 
col, 1265. and from Peters being firft there feems to confefs it 
was the elder Sifter ; and both that and the fixteenth 
Epiftle fpeak of one Memoratus, which Baronius will 
not allowtobethe proper name of a Bifhop, becaufe 
indeed there was no fach Bifhop in that time; fo that 
he expounds it of the Bifhop remembred, that is, of Pau- 
linus; bute the ill luck is, that Paulinus is neither named 
before, nor rementbred in either of thefe two Epi- 
Ste ftles (2). The Notes on the fixteenth Epiftle mention 
iotun_dnnog, it 45a Special ufage of the Bifhop of Rome, not to re- 
pog.275.  ftore any to his Communion, unlefs they were corre@- 
a‘ ed and amended; bue this was ever the rule of all 
good Bifhops, and of late is lefs obferved at Romethan 
in any other Church. Theeighteenth Epiftle maintains 
avery 
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avery odd Opinion, viz. That the Ordinations celebrated 
by Heretical Bifhops are not fo valid as the Baptifm‘con- 
ferred by them ; and the Notes(4) ownthat the Perfons (4) 22”. pag. 
fo Ordained may truly receive (as they call it) the’ Sa- 618+Zab. col. 
crament of Orders,and yet neither receive the Spiritynor "77° 
Grace, no nor a power to exercife thofe Orders, which 
feemsto me aRiddle. For I cannot apprehend how a 
Man canbe faid truly to receive an Office, and yet neither 
receive Qualifications for it, nor any Right to exercife it. The 
twenty f6cond Epiftle cites that place of Leviticus, That 
@ Priest {hall marry a Virgin, and affirms it as a Precepe 
founded on Divine Authority; and he cenfires the 
Macedonian Bifhops as guilty of a breach of God’s 
Law, becaufe they did not obférve this Precept, which 
every one knows to be a piece of the abrogated Cere- 
monial Law ; and the Annotator cannot with all his 
fhufling bring the Pope off from the Herefie of pref: 
fing the Levitical Law as obligatory to Chriftians (c) + (2) pin, pag. 
But there ts one honeft paffage in this Epiftle which 619. Lad.col. 
contradicts what this Pope had often faid before of the 1272. not. 
finfulnefs of Priefts Marriages; for here he faith, The 127° 
Bond of Matrimony, which is by Gods Commandment, cannot 
be called fin : owever out of this Epiftle (which is a very 
weak one, .and dated’ only with one of the Confils 
names) thée/Editors feign’a Council in Adacedonia * * Bin.psg.7o1. 
and a*Meffage fent to the Pope for confirmation of £42. 1524 
their Acts (which doth not appear at allin the Body 
of the Epiftle ). And Baronius defires the Reader to 
note, How great Majefty and Authority lhined in the A po- 
frclick See; fo that it was deemed an injury to require the 
Popes to repeat their former Orders (d). Whereas if this (a) Baron. #y: 
Epiftle be not forged, ‘it is no more but a naufeous re- 414 pag: 365+ 
petition of the fame Orders which he and his Prede- 
ceflors had given over and over; and the frequent harp- 
ing upen the fame ftring, in all the Decretal Epiftles, 
efpecially as to the Marriage of the Clergy, fhews how 
little Majefty or Authority fhined in the Popes, fince 
all the Countries to which they fent their Orders, fo ge- 
nerally defpifed them, that every Pope for divers Ages 
C 2 was 
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was ftill. urging this matter without that effe@ which. 
they defired. The twenty third Epiftle was writ to 
fome Synod or other, they know not whether at Toledo 
(2) Bin. pag, Ot Tholoufe, as we noted before (2). And the Jefuit Sir-. 
a 621. Lab. col. mondus in Labbe, by elaborate conjeQures, and large 


Aah additions ( probably of his own inventing ) had put it 
(f) Lab. col, Out more full, and adorned it with Notes (f), which 
1279. pains the impartial.Reader will think ic doth not de- 


ferve. The twenty fourth Epiftle is dear to the Editors 

and Baronius, becaufe the Pope therein is his own wit- 

nefs, that all Matters ought to be referred to bis Apoftoli- 

cal See, and that the Africans application to him was a due 

Veneration, fince all Epifcopal. Authority was derived from 
(g) Bim pag. bim(g). Tis true, St. Augu/tine doth mention a Mef- 
621.Lad. col. fage fent to Innocent out of Africa; but he adds that, fe 
arith writ back according to what was jut and becoming a Bi- 
(h) Aug. Bonif. {oop of as Apoftolical See (bh). But as to this Epiftle, be- 
ep-106. - fides the heCtoring language in the Preface, there is 

neither Style nor Arguments bute what are defpicable ; 

and Erafmus did long fince juftly fay, In this Epiftle, 

there as neither Language. nor Senfe becoming fo great a 
(i) Not.Marg.in Prelate (4) ; fo that probably the whole may be a Fidi- 
Ep.ot.inter on of fome Roman Sycophant, which isthe more like- 
maa 9 ee ly, becaufe Labbe owns-that one of the Confuls names is 
(i) oot " wrong, that is, Fumius is put for Palladius (k): Erafmus 
1287. - adds, that the twenty filth Epiftle is of the fame grain 
(1) Notemarg. with the former (1), theStyle is no better, and the Mat- 
in 93 ep.inter ter of the fame kind; for he brags that whenever Mat- 
LB a ters of Faith are examined, application muft be made 
Site Be ee eepehe Apoftolical Fountain. And yet this Pope, asthe 

Notes confelfs, held the Eucharift ought to be given to 
(™) Bin. pag. Infants, yea that it was neceflary for them (w), that 
624 Lat. col.is ( I {uppofe) for their Salvation: Now the Council of 
. i 2 Trent hath determined otherwife, fo that the Roma- 
nifts muft grant, this Pope erred even in defining 
oe things neceflary to Salvation; unlefs they will allow the 
whole Epiftle forged by fome later hand, who (what- 
ever Binius fay to the contrary ) hath dated it with the 
Coniuls. of the year after Innocem’s death, according ne 
the 
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the beft Chronologers. The twenty fixth Epiftle (as 

the Notes confefs ) was writ to Aurelius, Auguftine and 

three more eminent Bifhops of Africa, by Pope Innocent , 

to clear himfelf from the fufpicion of being 42 Favoa- 

rer and Proteétor of the Pelagian Herefie (*); and by com-* Biz. not. pag, 
putation alfo this provesthe very year-in which he died 625. Lad. col. 
(according to moft accounts ). Now if in thofe days it '°7- 

had been believed (as it is now at Rome) that the Pope 

had been Infallible, and could not err in’ Matters of 

Faith, no Man durft have raifed this fufpicion, nor 

would any have regarded it; and Insocens’s belt way of 
vindication had been only to have told them he was 

Pope and fate in the Holy Infallible Chair; but now his 

labouring to clear himfelf by an Epiftle, thews it was 

poffible he might err. Astothe Epiftle ic felf, Erafmus 

faith, Innocent an/wers after. his fafhion, being fierce ra- 

ther than learned, and more ready to condemn than infiruct(n)s (n) Not. Evafm. 
and whofoever readsit will find that to be a true Cha- in ep. 96. inter 
racter of thisEpiftle: To thefe is {ubjoined a Letter of ¢P-4/. pag. 
St: Chryfoftom’s to Innocent, in Latin only in Bénius (0), bay Bin A 
but in both Greek and Latin in Labbe (p). The Phrafe(,, AY oak i. 
of which is fo polite, the Matter fo pious and folid, 1291, 

that Gold doth not excel Lead, more than this genuine 

piece of the Golden-mouth’d Father doth all the for- 

mer Epiftles of the Pope, who (if he writ thofe De-. 

_cretals ) was far more below St. Cory/offom in Learning 

than he pretended to be above him in Dignity: I con- 

fefs the Editors would perfuade us to think this Epiftle. 

was writ only to Innocent, and to him it is fuperf{cribed 

in Savil’s Greek Edition, thus, To Innocent Bifhop of 

Rome *; but the Roman .Parafites have added to*e@fryTom. 
this Title, To my most reverend and pious Lord; but this 7. pag. 154. 
hath been lately invented,. for [ Domino meo | is not in edt. Sar. 

the Title in Baronins (g). And the Epiftle ir felf feems (4) Baron. an. 
plainly to have been written to many 3 for towards the 49? pag: 197: 
end, he faith, Therefore my most venerable Lords, fince 
you fee thefe things ave thus, ufe your utmoft fiudy and di- 

ligence to reprefs this injustice that w broke into the Church(r);(*) Bia. pag. 


and the Phrafé doth every where fuppofe it was writ °*° wean 
CO erre 
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to divers Weftern Bifhops; and Baroniasin the end of 
the Epiftle hath thefe words, We have writ this alfo to 
Venerius Bilhop of Milan, and to Chromatius Bifhop of 
(s) Baron. Au, Aquileia (8) 5 Quibus verbis Rom. Epifcopi primatum erigit, 
404, pag. 195.U[dem Veneriy & Chromatis primatum erexiffet *: {fo that 
* Lanngy ep: 3. fince St. Chryfoftom writ to all the eminent Bifhops of 
Pay 5 Italy as well as to the Pope, it is unjaftly done 
of Baronius, to fay, That Chryfoftom fled to bis only 
refuge, Viz. to the Roman Church, which he knew to 
be above all other Churches » and to have power to 
(t)Id.ibid.  Corredd the ill-deeds of others (+). There is one thing 
pag-192. more remarkable in this Epiftle, St. Chry/o/fom tells the 
Weltern Bifhops, that being opprefled by Theophilus and 
his party, he appealed (not to the Pope, but) to a 
Synod ; yea, Innocent himfelf faith, There was great 
need to have a Synod called. for this caufe of St. Chry- 
(u) Innoc.ep.r9. foftoms (#). So that neither did St. Chryfoftom appeal to 
Bin. pag.627. the Roman Church.alone, nor durft Innocent take upon 
Labscol.13°4- him to judge in this matter. As for thofe two Epiltles 
of Innocent?s, one to Chryfoftom, and another to the Cler- 
sy of Constantinople ( which are certainly genuine, as 
(w) Sozem.tib. being preferved in Sozomen (w) and not derived from 
g. cap. 26. pag. the Roman Mint ); Thefe two Epiftles (I fay) are in 


471, &e. an humble Style, and fo well written (x) thar they 
(x) a make all the former Decretals which come from Rome, 
i eg W" jaftly to be fufpeced as forged and {purious. The fe- 


cond Epiftle of Chry/ofom’s which follows thefe two, 
feems alfo to have been written to other Bifhops as well 
as Innocent, for it rans generally in the plural number ; 
but they who would have us believe the Pope alone 
did all the bufinefS of the Church, have falfified one 
place in it, where St. Chryfoftom faith, ye bave fhewed 
your [elves loving Fathers towards us: There the Latin is 
in Binivs in the fingular, Paternam erga nos benevo- 
(9) Bin.pig. /entiam declarasti (yy). Bat Labbe thought fit to mend 
J » P4gs ° a Brite 
627. col.zo. F, this Corruption, and réads it in the plural, declaraftis, ye 
(2) Lab. col, ave declared (z). But the groffelt Forgery of all in 
1308, this caufe of St. Chry/offom are the Letters that are pre- 
tended to pafs between Lumecent and the Emperor ra 
cadius, 


Cent. 5. from Roman Forgeries, &c. 15 


cadius, Wherein firlk Innocent excommunicates Arcadius, 
and Exdoxia the Emprefs, for their injuftice to St. Chry- 
foftom (a4). And then the Emperor writes firft one firb-(4) Inne. ep. 
miffive Letter (4) to defire him to abfolve them, to 3° 5-Pag- 


aie ; 28. Lad. cal. 
which the Pope confents (¢); yet after all this, Arca-{ oe 


©§ 


dius doth again-write another Letter to excufe himfelf (5) pimib.zab. 


and tells the Pope, Exdoxia was very fick upon the col.r309, 
grief for her faule (2): And all thefe Letters are faid () 12). folus 
co be writ after St. Chryfoffom was dead. But that i: : 
ie Aye 4 : ‘ (ad) Lab. col. 
which difcovers the cheat is, that all the ancient Hifto-\7)- p,, 
rians do with one confént agree that Ezdoxia the Em- 4. 407. pag. 
prefs wasdead three years before St. Chrp/offom, which 259. 
isattefted by Socrates, Sozomen and Marcellinus (e) 5 and (e) socrar. lib. 
the fame is affirmed by learned Modern Authors ( f ). 6. cap. 195 26. 
The*firlt who affirmed the contrary was Georgius Alex- 21. Soxon.ib. 


andrinus, a fabulus Writer, who lived above 300 years °: &P: 27.2% 


oilice Marced. Chron. 
after this time, and he was followed by Nicepborus, i hy 4st 


Glycas and Gennadius (g), which are all the Authorities (f°) via. Ap. 
Baronius can produce for thefe Forged Epiftles ; only he Coci cenfuram. 
countenances them, true or falfe, becaufe this is an in- Pag: 113- 
{tance of a Pope who excommunicated an Emperor, dba sgh 
and ferves them for a good proof that the Roman Bi. *°* °8°**?" 
fhop is above the greateft Princes: But Labbe {poils the 

Argument by noting ,the Margen, that Eudoxia died 

before St. Chryfoftom (h), and fo thefe Letters are noto- (4) rab. marg. 
rious Forgeries. Before I leave this matter I muft ob- col. 1308. 
ferve that Baronius his great defign was to reprefent Pope 

Innocent asthe chief, yea and almoft fole Inftrument 

in. vindicating the injuries done to St. Chryfoffom, and 
thereforehe tells us, That Innocent would not communi- 

cate with the Bifhops of the Balt, unlefs they avould put bis 

name into the Tables; and he cites Theodoret to prove this; 

but Theodoret’s very words are, That the weftern Bifhops 

would not communicate with. them, but on that condition*.* payroy, 4p 
So when the Adverfaries of St. Chryfoftom (hearing that 407. pag. 258. 
complaints of their proceedings were made among 

others to the Pope ) fent fome to give an account of 

what they had done, Barodius ( without any proof) 
dreams of a fentence pafled by Innocent to null what 
they 


re Dae ’ hore 


iggy oR Seem any [rman te yas 4 bee 


(2) Baron. An. 
406. pag-144- 


\ * 
(72) Baron. An. 


404. pag. 196. 


(7) Id. ibid.pag. 
192. 


(co) Bin. pag. 
628. Lab. col. 
I31I- 


(p) Baron. An 
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they had done (¢); whereas it appears the fame year, 


7-that Pope Inhocent writ very friendly to Theophilus the 


chief Agent in Chryfostom’s condemnation, and held 


_ communion with him long after that unjuft Fad (2) ; 


fo that there isno reafonto brag of this Pope, as be- 
ing the Judge and Patron of that glorious Confeflor (7). 
who alas, died in his exile, and (excepting good wifhes) 
had no benefit by the Popes kindnefs: Yea, he-was fo 
far from being Judge, that he referred this Caufe of 
St. Chryfoftom’s to the Judgment of a Synod (m), as 
Baronius himfelf -afterwards declares: So Theophilus 
of Alexandria alfo never did fubmit the Caufe to Inae- 
cent as Baronius pretends (»), nor did he take him for 
the fupreme Judge in it ; but afterall, retained his ob- 
ftinacy to his death: So that if we do allow Popé Inno- 
cent to be right in his Judgment, yet he either had lit- 
tle power or fmall courage to ferve this great and good 
Man; and whathe did for him was in conjunétion 
with other Bifhops, not by his fingle Authority. Jnxo- 
cent’s 31 5¢.Epiftle is directed to Theophilus (St. Chry/o- 
fom’s mortal Enemy) the Patriach of Alexandria, 
wherein the Pope calls him Brother, and faith he held 
Communion both with him and with Cbry/ostom alfo, 
and wifhes him to. refer the Caufe toa Synod, and 
there let it be tried according to the Niceze Cations (0 ). 
Now Baronius from hertce notes, that the Communion 
of the Roman Church was highly valued, and that all 
were to hold Communion with thofe who.were in Com- 
munion with Rome, and therefore they were to ftick to 
the Communion of Chryfoftom (p): But the very words 


404. p.196.utof the Epiftle confute this Glois; for fuch as followed 


fupr. 


the Popes example at that time, were to communicate 
both with Chry/offom and Theophilus: And I muft ob- 
ferve that Inmocent’s advifing Theophilus to come to a Sy- 
nod and let this Caufé be tried there according to the 
Nicene Canons; this (1 fay ) thews, That the Pope did 
not then pretend to find any thing in the Nicene Ca- 
nons, for referring Caufés by appeal to Rome; but his 
two next Succeifors (as fhall be fhewed prefently) oui 
uc 
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fuch Canons foon after, and pretended they weremade 
at Nice. After this follows a refcript of Honorius, pre- 
tended to be writ to his Brother Arcadius (9) ; wherein (2) Bix. pag. 
that Emperor faith, Chryfoftom’s was @ caufe concern- &?8- Lad. col. 
ing the Bifhops, which ought to have been determined in a'3*" 
General Council, and when either Party had {ent Legares 
to the Bifhop of Rome and thofe of Italy, @ final Sentence 
was to be expetted from the Authority of them all: But the 
Editors have forged a Title to this Letter, wherein 
they fay, Epifcopal Caufes are to be tried by a Council of 
Bifhops, and to be examized and determined by the Popes 
Authority: Where we fee the forged Title exprefly con- 
tradiéts the Lerter it felf; for that refers thefe Caufes to 
a Council in the Ea? with the confent of all the Bifhops 
of Italy as well asthe Pope; but this Title is defigned 
to perfuiade us, that the Popes Authority was finally to 
determine all matrers of this kind. The 3214 33th and 
34th Epiftles of Innocent have nothing in them worth (r) Bin 
: : ; © . r . pag. 
noting, and if they be genuine, their mean Style and 629, rab, col, 
many Incongruities are no credit tothe Author (r). 1315. 
After thefe Epiftles Labbe publifhes certain Canons 
fent from Reme to the Gallican Church, by fome Pope 
or other-; and becaufe by Sirmondus his gue(s, it was In- 
nocent, they are placed here (s) ; there is nothing re- (.) rad, col. 


markable in them, but the zeal of the Collector of 1316,ad 1322. 


thefe Canons to perfuade the French to. follow the pe- 
culiar Cuftoms of Rome. 


§. 3. The Councils which the Editors place next,and 
with the Title of Councils under Innocent, were called 
indeed in his time, but neither by his Authority, nor 


fo much as by his Advice: The firft Council of Mile- 4x. Dom. 402. 


vis, laid to be under Innocent, was (as the Notes confefs) 

held under the Primacy of Xantippus (t), and was held (*) Bi. pag. 
fo foon after Anaftafiws his death, that probably thefe 63°, 4¢%col 
African Fathers had not yet heard of Innocent’s Election, **” 


nor do the Acts of it mention any Pope : The Coun- 4, pom, 403. 


cil at the Oak, wherein Chry/oftom was depofed, was 
called by, and held under Theophilus Bifhop of Alexan- 
| D dria. 
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dria, wherein they proceeded to deprivean Eminent 
Patriarch without the knowledge or confent of the Pope; 
and had not the. Articles been falfe and the Sentence 
unjaft, it had never been revoked barely for wanting 
o,  d#nocent’s approbation (4). Labbe prints the Ads of this 


=) 


(wu) Bin. pa 


631. Synod which Binias had omitted (w). About this time 
(») Lab.col. were frequent Synods held\*in Africa; the Years and 
nant: Order of which being uncertain, the Editors have 


(x) Bin.pag. Placed the A&s of them altogether (+) ; and here we 


744. Lae. col. have only fome Notes with the bate Titles: On which 

Obs we will make fome few remarks: Firft, they are all here 

faid to be held under Innocent, but the Adis themfelves 

intitle. them to be held in fuch:a year of the Emperor. 

Secondly, The Notes on the Firft African Council tell 

us of Legates fent to the Pope for obtaining [ome  indul- 

gence to the Donatifts; which Legates being returned, they 

related in ths Council, what they had obtained from Ana- 

(y) Bin. pag. ftafias (7). Now this would make any one, who doth 

631.col.2. not iconfule the Acts themfelves (printed on. purpofe in 

Lab. col. 1332. Pages far off ). to think, the Pope was folely concerned 

(x) Baron, An, 1 this matter, which is'an invention of Baronius (x ). 

403. pag. 181, Buteif ‘we look back into the former Council, we fhall 

&An.gos. find -thefe African Legates were fent in general to rhe 

pag.234- - parts beyond the Seas, and to Venerius Bifhop of Milan a 

HAG well as to Anaftafius Bifhop of Rome (a). And Baronius him- 
y . page ms z 

745.col. 1: ‘elf inthe year when thefe Legates were firft fent, faith, 

Lab. col. 1081, they were to go firft to Rome, and alfo to other tran{marine 

&c. Bifhops (b) ; and again, Letters being fent to Anaftafius 

(2) Baron. 41. and orber Bilbops of Italy (c).. Now the African Fathers 

Aine *?' applying to all thefe Bifhops as well as to the Pope, de- 

: 3b. PIS’ clares they did not look on him as fufficient alone to de- 

termine their Matters: Befides, they did not fend to 

thefe Weftern Bifhops to obtain indulgence (as the Notes 

out of Baronias falfly pretend ) ;. For they had decreed 

before to indulge them, only defired the Weltern.Bi- 

fhops for the: more credit, to give their Suffrages to this 

Fact; for fo it would appear not to be only their fin- 

ae Dm 494 ole Opinion, The Second African Council was not wa- 


(2) Bin. pag. af 
eos. Lab vo, der Innocent, asthe Title pretends (4), but under Aure- 


a1 
031 


1332. lius, 


* 
33 
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lius, as may be feen by the Ads; and after the meffage 
from the Italian Bifhops, added to their own. Authority, 
would not work on the obftinacy of the Donatifts, they 
decree to fend Legates to the Emperor Howorius to de- 
fire him to fupprefs them, ordering thefe Legates to 
carry Letters cof Communion to the Bifhopof Rome, and 
other Bifhops of thofe parts, and to receive other Let- 
ters of Communion from them in Italy to teftifie they 
were Catholicks : But a little after the Notes, turnthis 
into receiving Letters of Communion only from the 
Pope(e)}, andinfer from thence, that none were Ca- (e) Concil. 
tholicks but fuch as were in Communion withthe Bithop 4ic. .. Bin. 
of Rome: Whereas they fhould have added, and. with pag 632. col.2 
other Bijhops of thofe parts; and then it had appeared, 4#4. cl1233- 
that this was no peculiar priviledge of any one See, but 

related to all Sees which then were filled with Ca- 

tholick Bifhops. I fhall note only,. chat in thefe Notes 

the Emperor is ftiled The Lord of the General. Council (f), (f )Bin.& Lab. 
which Title the Roman Parafites of late have. robbed ‘#4. 

him of, and given it to the Popes. 

The eighth Council of Africa petitions the Emperor 4. Dom. 410. 
Honorius to revoke that Ediét, whereby he had granted 
liberty of Confcience to the Donatifts;.and the Notes 
out of Baronins make it {o meritorious a thing to revoke 
this icandalous and mifchievous Indulgence, that this 
made Honorius fo blefled as to have Rome quitted by 
Alaricus three days after he had taken it (g); but. our (g) Bi. pag. 
Englifh Romanifts, when an Indulgence ferved their 633- £42. col 
ends, counted it meritorious in-that Prince who grant- 133% 
ed the Sects fuch an Indulgence here, for we muft note 
that Things are good or evil jult as they ferve their in 
tereft, or differve ir. 

The Synod of Prolemais in Egypt (b), whereby Audyo- 4x. Dim. 411. 
nicus, a Tyrannical.Oficer, was excommunicated; sh glee Lab. 
ftrangely magnified by. Baronius, faying, that Synefins*”~ 
Bifhop of Prolemaws, knew that when he was made a Bilbop, 
he was eleéted by God to give Laws to Princes: Anda little 
after he tells us, He'depofed Andronicus from his. Tribunal ; 
adding, that this fhews how great the Power of Bifhops was, 

D 2 even 


AX. Dom, 404. 
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| i) Baron. An. even to the depofing of evil Governors (2). But after all, 
i 3+1-pag. 328, ¢here is no more of this true, but only that Synefius 
| ees gives notice to his neighbour Churches by circular Ler- 
ters that he had excommunicated Andronicus, who feems 
a to have been a Military Officer in a little Egyptian 
Town, and was guilty of moft horrid Cruelties and 
(} Synef.ep. notorious Crimes (&): But what is this to Kings and 
57,58 Princes? And the words which he cites out of Synefius 
89th Epifile , which falfly cranflates, we have put him 
down from bis Tribunal, are thefe,- “Hues ve sv evradba 
suyre Biudl® airy eaarsuede, &c. We have here taken bin 
off from the Seat of Mourners; that is, Synefius tells Theo- 
philus his Patriarch and Superior, that though he had 
juftly put Andronicus among the Penitents, yet nowup- 
on his forrow and repentance, they had there abfolved 
him and taken him out of that {ad ftation where the 
| Penitents were wont to ftand; and if Theopbilus ap- 
Ue proved of this mercy fhewed Andronicus, he fhould hope 
| (1) Vid. Canfab. God might yet forgive him (@). Now was not the Car- 
pref. adexeyc, “inal hard put to ic for an inftance of a Bifhops depo- 
in Baron, & fing a King, when he is forced to falfifie his Author, 
lege ep. 89. and ufe the words which exprefs a reftauration to the 
ie: e- Communion of the Church, to prove a depofing from a 
Ports pe Throne? It feems he could not or would not diftinguith 
. a Captain or petty Magiftrate froma King; nora 
Stool of Repentance from a Princes Throne: This it is 

to ferve a Caufe. 
About this time was held that famous Conference at 
Carthage between the Catholicks and the Donatifts.Seven 
Bifhops of each fide being chofen to difpute before Mar- 
cellinus a Count fent by the Emperor to’ hear this 
(m) Bin.a pag. Caufe (wm). Now Baronius tells us that this Marcellinus 
634,ad 698. ayas not called fimply a Fudge, but had the Title of Cog- 
ae ive: ai , nitor, becanfe it was not allowed to a Lay-man to a& as 
i py pan ae Judge in Ecclefiaftical Matters (»). But Cognitor is 
| | 411. pag. 318, Often ufed by the beft Authors for a Judge, and cogno/- 
i ae cere Caufam, is, tohear a Caufe Dies Cognitions, is, the 
: day of Tryal: And which is more, the Emperors Edié& 
calls him by thetitle of Fudex; Our will w, you hall fit 
in 
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in that Difputation in the principal place, as Fudge (0); (0) Inter Gea 

Bin. pag. 647. 
Lab. col. 1346, 
(p) Baron, ut 
fupr. pag. 317, 
fion he pronounces the Sentence, and the Emperor con- & pag. 322. 
firms it (7); which if the Pope had donein Perfon, or (4) Bin. pag. 

698. & Lab, 
col, 15066 


and Baronius in the very page before cites St. Auguftine 
{peaking of Marcellinus by this Character, ipfe Fudex (p). 
And as he moderated in the Difputation,fo in the Conclu- 


by his Legate, to be fure that had been ground enough 
to prove him the Univerfal and Infallible Judge in all 
Caufes. This is.certain, Honerius did judge in this 
Canfe by his Legate Marcellinus, and Baronius ( who ule 
to quarrel at other Emperors for medling in thefe Cafes) 
tells us God rewarded him for the pains he took about 
fetling the True Religion (7). 


isvery remarkable, though the Main Difpute be about 
the Catholick Church, and the Orthodox alledge the 
Churches beyond the Seas, a$ being in Communion with 
them, and {fo prove them,Catholicks; yet they do not 
once name the Roman Church apart, as if communi- 
cating with that Church or its Bifhop were any {pecial 
evidence of their being Catholicks: Indeed they name 
Innocent once, but give him.no.other title but Bifhop of 
Rome: Whereas if thefe African Fathers had believed 
the Pope to be the Supream Head of the Catholick 
Church, and that all of his. Communion, and only 
fuch were Catholicks, this Difpute had been foon end- 
ed, and they had. nothing to prove to the Donatifts, 
but their Communion with Pope Innocent. And I re- 
member Baronius argues that Cacilianus, Bifhop of Car- 
thage, was a Catholick, becaufe he had Communica. 
tory Letters from the Church of Rome ;. but the place 
he citesto prove it out of St. Auguftine is this, When he 
(that is, Cecilianus ) [aw himf[elf in Communion with the 
Roman Church, (in which the eminence of an Apoftolicat 
See always flourifhed) and with other Countries from whence 


the Go/pel came to Africa, &c.(s). By which itis plain, (5) 4ug.ep.162. 
that it was Communion with other Churches as well ap. Baron. An. 
as Rome which proved Ceacilianus a Catholick: And I 412. pag-33°- 


know not where Baronius found another paflage, which 


ser ees 


he. 


2i 


But as to the Pope he (+) Barox. am 
was not concerned in this Famous Difpute; and which +1! Pg 322. 
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7 i he affirms was proved in this Conférence, wiz. That 
it the firft Head of the Church was demonftrated by the fuc- 
Ae i (t) Baron. An. ceffionof the Roman Bifhops to be in Peter’s Chair (t) : For 
411. pag. 320.there is not one word to this purpofe in that Confe- 
oe i) rence which is printed by the Editors here: So that 
ali, till better Authority be produced, this muft ftand for 
a devifable of the Annalifts. 

| i 4n. Dom. 415. Nothing after this occurs which is remarkable, -till 
‘| the Council at Lidda or Diofpols in Paleftina, wherein 
Pelagins impofed upon fourteen Bifhops a pretended 
recantation of his Heretical Opinions, and was by them 

(u) Bin. pag. abfolved (#). Binius his Title of this Synod is, that it 
701. Lab.col, owas under Innocent: But Labbe (fearing this might im- 
1529. ply the Popes confent to a Hereticks abfolution ) hath 
{truck that out. However we have Baronius his word 

for it, that-no Letters were written to the Pope from 

| (w) Baron, 4n. this Synod (av), only*fome Lay-men brought him the 
ie 416. pag.388. Acts of it. And he, Good Man (not fo cunning at 
bi finding out Hereticks as the African Bifhops’) confefles 
he could mneither approve nor blame the Judgment of thefe 

(s) Vid. Innoc. Bifhops of Paleftina (x). And Pelagius himfelf, though 
ep. 26.8 Bim he could not finally deceive the Roman Church, yet 


not. p. 702. 4 ; : 
Lab.col. 1332. 2, hoped he might gain the Pope to his' party, and 


; folical Seat might be added to their Decree, becaufe bis 
Eminent Place gave more weight to hi Dottrine . and He 
be thought Pelagius wes jujtly ablolved, yet bas Errors 
and Impietres ought to be Anathematixed by the Authority 

the 
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the Apoftolical See (x). Now the réafon of this Letter, (<) Concil: _ 
was not fo much for the confirmation of their Ads (as C4”¢hag. asi 
the Notes pretend ) upon any fingle Priviledge belie- tes atest 
ved tobe in, the Pope, as their Supream Head; be.” “°°"?*? 
caufe they call him by the Title of their Brother, both i 
in the Title and the Letter ; bue,becaufé the Pelagians | 
had reported he was their Friend, and a favourer of 
their Opinions; which Report didvery much mifchief 
becaufe of the Eminence of his See, and therefore it 
concerned both the Pope for his own vindication, and 
them alfo, that he fhould wipe off this accufation: And 
it appears both by St. uguftine and Profper, that at 
latt Innocent did condemn this Herefie ; but this Syno- 
dical Epiftle from. Carthage, dated An. 4.16. fhews that 
he had not condemned it before the laft year of his . 
life; for he died ( according to Baronius) in Fuly An. 
417. So hard a thing was it for the African Fathers to 
get a pretended Infailible Judge to underftand and cen- 
{ure anotogious Herefie. L might now leave this Head, 
butthar I muft firft obferve the confidence of Baronius, 
who fromone word in a verfe of Profper?s, will needs 
have Celeftius a Difciple of Pelagius, to have been firft 
condemned at Rome, after the antient manner, that a 
new -Flercfie fhould be firfe Examined and Condemned by 
the, firft Seat (a). But when he fhould make this out, (s) garon, an. 
he owns that Pelagius and Celeftius indeed were firft 412. pag. 340. a 
condemnedin Africa, but-he tells us their Herefies were a 
condemned long before at Rome inthe perfon of Fovi- 
nian : Butif it were crue that Fovinian had held all the 
Herefies of Pelagius (which is moft falfe) then we mutt 
attribute no great fagacity to Innocent as to condemning 
Herefies, becaufe ’tis plain he did not know thefe were 
the fame Herefies that Fovinian had held, nor could he 
be brought to cenfure them, till above four year 
after. i) aa 
The Second Council of Adevis confifted of fixty Bix 4), dom. ar6. Hi 
fhops, the Title is, under Pope Innocent (4). But Ba- (6) Biv. pag. Hh aed 
ronias had told us before, that the fame Aurelius, Bifbop 404. Lab. col. ie 
of Carthage, prefided in the former Council of Milevis, and 1537. 
it 


24 
(c) Baron: An. 
402. pag. 164. 


(a) Bin. page 
70§- Lad. col. 
1543. 


(e) Not. Bin. 


‘pag. 710 Lab. 


col. 1554. 
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in this alfo(c); fo that neither of them were under any 
Pope: The 22d Canon of this Council faith, that he 
who thinks to appeal to a Tribunal beyond the Sea, {hall not 
be received into Communion by any in Africa (d): Which 
is a clear prohibition of appeals to Rome; and therefore 
Gratian either found or made this notorious addition to 
it, ualefs they appeal to the See of Rome (e), which is fo 
grofs a Forgery that Binius rejects it, and out of Bellar- 
min expounds this paffage only, of prohibiting the in- 
feriour Clergy, Priefts and Deacons, gc. to appeal 
beyond the Seas, 7. e. to Rome; but he fuppofes that Bi- 
fhopsin Africk ftill had liberty of appealing thither ac- 
cording to the 17th Canon of Sardica : But to contute 
this falfe Glofs, ler ic be noted, That thefe African Fa- 
thers profefs in a following Councily that they had ne- 
ver heard of any fuch Canon, or of this Sardican Sy- 
nod, and fo it is not likely they fhould be guided by 
it: Again, about ten years before upon a complaint to 
Innecent of fome Bifhops, who being cenfured in Africa, 
ran to Rome with Complaints, this very Pope had writ- 


ten, that Bifhops fhould not lightly go to the Parts beyond 


Cf) Bin. page 
952. Lab. col. 
B112. 


(g) Bin. pag. 
705. Lab. cole 


1S g2. 


the Seas: And the Council in 4frick confirmed that 
paflage of the Popes Letter (f'). And fince this would 
not reftrain fome Bifhops here in this fecond Adi/evitan 
Council, they make a Decree, That Bifhops Caufes fhould 
be determined by Bifhops, either fuch as the Primate ( of 
Africk ) fhould appoint, ov fuch as the Parties chofe by bis 
confent (g): And then they add this 22¢ Canon to con- 
fine all appeals of the inferior Clergy alfo toan African 
Synod, or to their own Primate; and then add this 
Claufe recited before, that thefe who appeal beyond the 
Seas, {hall not be received to Communion by any in Africa: 
which certainly is the penalty relating to both Canons ; 
becaufe in their Letter a few years after written to 
Pope Celestine, they declare # # contrary to the Nicene 
Canons for the Pope to receive any into Communion by Appeal, 
who have been cenfured im their own Province, efpecially 
Bifhops, adding, That his Holime/s fhould ( as became 
bim) allo forbid the wicked refuges of Priests Hi the 
ower 
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Jower Clergy, &c. ‘That is, not only the Appeals of Bi- 

fhops, but of Priefts alfo(4), which makes ic as clear as (4) Epift. sa 
the Sun, that thefe Fathers at Adilevs abfolutely forbad Ce/ef- ap Bin. 
all Appeals to Rome. And they had great reafon fo to do, P°& tp ae 
not only becaufe it was their right to judge’ finally ali” °°””” 
Caufes in their own Province: But becaufe fome Popes 

about this time had encouraged Hereticks and. notori- 

ous wicked Men, both Priefts and Bifhops who had 

fled from the juft Cenfures of their own Church, and 

found a Sanctuary and Shelter at Rome: But of this 

more hereafter. This fecond Council-of AGlevs writ 

alfo to Pope Innecent about the Pelagian Herefie, to 

quicken him in providing fome Remedies to prevent 

the {preading of that Infection, fuppofing the eminency 

of his place would add much weight to his Cenfures, 

if he would heartily appear againft thefe Doétrines (i). (i) Bin. pag. 
At the fame time Aurelius and St. Augu/tin with three 7°6- Lab. col. 
other eminent Bifhops there, writ a private Letter to '5+% 

their Lord and Brother ( as they call him ) Pope Innv- 

cent, on the fame fubjeé& (2); in which they deal Very (&) Bin. pag. 
plainly with him, and give the reafon why they writ 707. Lab. col. 
fo many Letters to him againft this Herefie, becau/e they 1545. 

had heard that is Rome (where the Heretick lived 

long) there were many who favoured him on divers 

grounds ; fome, becaufe they fay that you have been pere 

fuaded fuch things were true; but more becaufe they do 

not think be belds thofe Opinions. And doubtlefs ic was 

this Report which rouzed up the Pope at laft to con- 

demn the Pelagians, as may appear by our Notes upon 

his 264 Epiftle, which isin Anfwer to this Epiftle of 

the five Bifhops: But that Anfwer, as alfo the Anfwers 

to the two Councils Letters were not till fanuary An. 

419. as Baronius and Binius themfelves compute (/) 2 (2) Bin, pa 
which was but fix Months before Inmocent’s death ; fo RaaNin os 
long did this Pope remain under the fufpicion of being Concil. Gare 


afavourer of Pelagianifm. thag. Lab.col.. 
1§36. 


& §. 4e 


heen 
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An. Dom. 437. §. Aw Liofimus{ucceeded Inmecent in his Chair, and in 


his partial affection for the Pelagians; his life as ie is 

writin the Pontifical, hath nothing in it that is re- 

(m) Bin. pag. markable (m), for his time was very fhort, but one 

: a Lat, oh, Year, two Months and eleven Days according to the 

} Pontifical, or One Year, four Months and feven Days 

as Binius in his Notes; though Labbe corre@ both him 

and Baronius, and fays it was nine Months and nine 

Days above a year that he fat; and he follows Profper 

( who then lived ) in this Account, and therefore it is 

the molt certain. As to his Acts, Baronius prepares his 

Reader for his entrance, by telling us out of the Pon- 

tificaland Geynadius, That Innocent made a Decree for 

the Univer{al Church againft the Pelagians ; and Zofimus 

(u) Baron. 4x. afterward promulged i (m). But we thall fee prefently 

417. pag. 396 that he was very flow in publifhing any Cenfures againft 

thefe Hereticks : For though both Baronius and Binius 

would colour over the matter, yet Labde very honeftly 

confefleth,rhat Pope Lofimus was deceived by the Craft of 

(0) Lab-not, Celeftius, and he proves it out of St. duguftin (0) ; and 

cq. 1360. Marius Mercator a Writer of that very time (whofe ad- 

Monition is printed in Labbe) owns that Zofimus was 

impofed on by this Heretick, till che African Fathers 

(p) Lab.col. had better informed him in thefe marters(p); fo that 

1513-{cil. in the Church was rarely well provided of an Infallible 

Marij Mere. ‘Head inthe mean time, who was only zealous to aftect 
commonitorio. A ; e 

Vide item not. his Primacy, but had not fenfe enough to judge of 

Sirmond.in Ap. Herefie till. he was informed of it from better Di- 

Lab. col. 1815.vines, 

This Pope is faid to have writ thirteen Epiftles ; The 

firft by the want of a good Style and the barrennef§ of 

(7) Bin.pag. the Matter, may probably enough be genuine (9), ha- 

711.Lat. col. ving nothing worthy of note in ir, except fome imper- 

Pi hae tinent brags of the Authority of hisSee. The fecond 

Epiitle is a declaration of fome of the Roman Clergy 

excommunicated, who had fled to Ravenna to com- 

(r) Bin. ibid. plain of the Pope (4). Baronius and’ the Notes meerly 

Lab, col.u557-guels thefe to be favourers of Pelagius ; but it feems more 

probable 
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probable that they were Catholicks who difliked the 
Popes proceedings while he favoured Celeftius, which 
it is certain he did, till the year 4.18. was welladvanced 
( in which this Epiftle is dated, ) for he writ his fourth 
Epiftle for thofe Hereticks, the 11th of the Kalends of 
Ogober (s), doubtlefs in the year after his third Epiftle, (+) Bix. pag. 
which is dated 4x. 417. Asto that third Epiftle, Zo- 714: £2.col. 
fimus declares, that upon a folemn and judicial exami- '5°* 
nation of Cele/tivs ( the Scholar of Pelagius)) he found 
him clear of the Herefies with which he was charged. 
in Africa; and cites his Accufers to come to Rome with- 
in two Months, or he fhould be intirely reftored to 
Communion (+). At the fame rate he talks in the fourth (#)) 2. pag. 
Epiftle, pleading the Caufe of both Pelagius and Cele/fi- el cat 
us, declaring them innocent, and reprefenting Heros °°?” 
and Lazarus (two holy Bifhops of France ) as ill Men 
and falfe Accufers; railing at Timafius and Facobus, 
who had been:converted from this Herefie by St. Au- 
gujtin, as meer Calumniators, boafting all along that the 
Caufe was by appeal referred to him, and magnifying 
the -Authority of his Apoftolical Seat («). With this («) Bin. pag. 
Epiftle alfo he fent into Africa Pelagins his Confeffion 713- £22. col. 
of Faith, which Zofimus took to be very Orthodox, !*°" 
and doubted not but the African Fathers would think 
his Faith to be unblameable ; whereas in that whole 
Confeflion, there is not one clear acknowledgment of 
the. abfolute neceflity of God’s Grace, or of the necef.- 
fity of Infant Baptifm to wafh away Original Sin, 
which were the Main Errors that Pelagians was charged 
with (w): Sothat we fee a Pope, an InfallibleJudge, (w) Bin. pag. 
either out of Ignorance or evil Principles, deceived 714. Lad. col. 
both in Matters of Faith and of Fa@, miftaking Here. 15° 
fie for Truth, condemning the Innocent and Orthodox, 
and abfolving the moft notorious Hereticks. Now let 
us enquire how Baronias and Binius bring him of: 
They fay firft, that Zofimus could not, if be would reject 
this Confeffion of Faith, becaule they (aid, if theyjbad erred, 
they defired Zofimus to correct whatever he thought to be (x) Notis ad 
wrong (x): And that they were ready in all things of ¢P 3- 

Hs Faith 


28 


Cy) Not. ad 


€p. 4. Baron. 
Jin, 417. pag. 
405,406, &e. 


(x) Baron. An. 
418. pag. 410. 


(#) Not. Bin. 
ad ep. 3. 
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Faith to believe as the Pope believed (y). Now this is 
no manner of Excufe, but rather an Aggravation, that 
after fo fair an offer che Pope did not re@ifie their Er- 
rors ; this fhews either that he did not underftand the 


Queftion, or that he was as much a Heretick as they, 


elfpecially fince he not only paffed over their Errors, but 
commends them and pleads their Caufe : Yea, Baronius 
himfelf faith, this Confeffion contained a manifefe Error, 
and had things in it far from the Catholick Faith (x) ; 
yet {till che Pope could not or would not fee thefe Er- 
rors in matters of Faith; fo that here was a manifeft 
failure in their pretended Infallibility, at a time when 
there was great need of it, to condemn a dangerous 
Herefie, which the Pope was fo unacquainted with, that 
in his Third Epiftle he calls thefe Difputes En/naring 
Queftions, and Foolifh Contentions, which rather destroyed 
than edified : further add, that in Pelagius bis Confe/fion 
of Faith, which he pretended to be the Faith of the Roman 
Church ; the Holy Ghost is {aid only to proceed from the 
Father, the Filioque is not. added ; and though the Popes 
of later times have condemned that omiffion as Here- 
fic in the Greeks, Zofimus here pafies by that alfo, 
and takes all for found Do@rine. 

Secondly, As to matter of Fa&, Orofius and the Afri- 
can Fathers, believed Herosand Lazarus to be holy Bi- 
fhops, and Orthodox Men; and Profper ( who might 
know them perfonally ) teftifies as much of Heros (a): 
But Baronius and Binius fay Celeftius had belied them to 
Zofimus, and fo excufe the Pope from blame: But if 
Celeftius did raife thefe Scandals, Zofimus made them 
his own by believing and publifhing them; and he 
who took upon him fo much Authority as to judge a 
Caufe, fhould not have efpoufed one of the Parties fo 
far, as to take all they faid of their Adverfaries to be 
true: Yer thus this Pope dealt with Timafius and Faco- 
bus alfo. Like to this was his Judgment about Patro- 
clus Bifhop of Arles, and the Priviledges of that See; 
For (as Profper informs us) Heros, an holy Man, Scho- 
tar of St. Martin, though free from all Crimes, was Li 
pelle 
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pelled out of his Bifhoprick by the People, and Patroclus 
put in his place (b), whom Baronius calls an Ufurper (c) : (¢) Baron, 4x. 
And when afterward he was flain, he faith, it 2s God's : revis: 345: 
jujt judgment upon bim to avenge bis wickednefs, who bad’, 7 i ae 
invaded a worthy Mans See, and alfo disturbed the rights Seat 
of his Neighbour Bifhops (d). But Zofimus in his fifth (4) td. 41.426. 
Epiftle, makes him the Primate of all thofe parts of pg: 50°. 
France, on pretence that Trophizus was {ent from Rome, 
and was the firft Bifhop there, and that it was his anci- 
ent right 5 and allows none to come from thence to 
Rome without Letters dimiflory from this Patroclus (¢). (e) Bia. pag. 
And in the 612,7+b,8th and 9¢h Epiftles,he ftill advances 715. 8. col. 
this ill Man, condemning Proculus Bifhop of AZarfeilles, *? °7 
and all others who oppofed Patroclus in his moft unjuft 
ufurpationsand encroachments: Yet Binius in his Notes 
confeffeth, that both his‘next Succeflors, Boniface and Ce- 
leffine did judge otherwife (f); that is, they took away ¢ f) Notis ad 
this Primacy from Patroclus,. and cenfured him for hisep. s. 
evil doings, giving the Priviledges to Hilary Bifhop of 
Narbon, to whom of right they belonged (g): So that (g) Bun. ep.3. 
here is Pope againft Pope, and Decretal againft De P*3 7°" 
cretal; fo odly do Caufes go at Rome: But by Zofimus 
his 11th and 12th Epiftles ic doth appear, that the 
French Bifhops defpifed the Popes Decrees, and that 
Proculus went on in exercifing his Primacy for all his 
being prohibited (4),which looksnot favourably on the (4) Bin. pag. 
Roman Supremacy. As ill fortune had Pope Zofimus 717. Lab. col. 
(who was always on the wrong fide) in admitting the '573- 
Appeal of Apiarius, an African Prieft, who was excom- 
municated by Urban his own Bifhop for moft horrid 
Crimes, which he afterwards confefled in an open 
Council (as we fhall fhortly thew ;) yet Zofimus think- 
ing it for the honour of his See to have Appeals made 
to it from Foreign Parts, admits this wicked Wretch to 
Communion, commands the African Syned to receive 
him, and threatens Urban with an excommunication if 
he did not retraé& his Sentence : But the African Fathers 
for allthis went onto judge Apiarius, as will be feen af- 
terwards; for Zofimus died before this Caufe. was Oe 

lave 
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(i) Bin, pag. 
7197. Lao. col, 
1572. 
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I have deferred the confideration of Lofimus his roth 
Epiftle to the laft place, becaufe it was the laft he writ 
(that is now extant) in the Caufe of Celeftius, and'becaufe 
it was writ to the Council of Carthage now aflembled : 
For the Pope after he had admitted Flereticks and evil 
Men to appeal to Rome, was refolyed to juftifie the Fa, 
and fent two Bithops, Fauftinus and Potentinus, and two 
Pricits, Philip and Afellus, his Legates into Africa, with 
fall Copies of the Nicene Canons to prove he oughe 
to be appealed to in all Caufes from all Provinces; and 
probably by them (or fome little time before) he 
{ent this Tenth Epiftle (4), wherein he brags, that Tra- 
dition and the Canons had given {uch great Authority to the 
Apoftolical Seat, that none might prefume to queftion its 
Decrees ; with a great deal of fach ftuff about Chrift’s 
giving Peter the power to bind and loofe, and the Canons 
giving this to his Succeffor, who wasto have the care of all 
Churches ; andthat fince he held this place, none might ex- 
amine a Caufe which he had determined, 8c. Yet out of 
refpect to the Africans Che faith ) he had done nothing 
in the Caufe of Celeftius,, till they had deliberated about 
it, and that this Caufe was jut in the fame Sate ws it lately 
was. I relate this more’ at large, becau this unjuft 
and. ambitious Claim was the occafion of a famous 
Controverfie that lafted many years after the death of 
Zofimus > But as to the Letter, the impertinency of it 
is very obvious; for though he affume this Authority, 
it is plain, that St. Cyprian of old, and the African Fa- 
thers afterward, did not think it any prefumption to 
confute the Decrees of Popes, and to examine Caufes 
which had been ill judged at Rome. And in the Caufe 
of Celetius, whom Zofimus would not yet be induced 
to condemn ; the Council of Carthage (as Profper relates) 
tell the Pope, That they had refolved to confirm Pope In- 
nocent’s Sentence againft him, till he did openly confe/s the 


(£) Baron. An. neceffity of Grace (k): And they went on with the Judg- 
418. pag. 409. ment again Apiarius, tor all his Appeal to Rome, and his 


being abfolved there ; fothat it js impudently done of 
the Roman Writers to go about to prove the Supre- 


macy 
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macy from a Popes evidence in his own Caufe; yea, 
from a Claim which was denied and defpifed at the 
fame time thatic was made. Another note I make on | 
this Epiftle is, that ic is dated bute the 1244 of the Kal. i 
of April, and Zofimus died in ‘fanuary following ; fo | 
that itis plain, that he had not condemned Pelagius il 
and Celeftins nine Months before he died. And though aA 
by thofe pafflages which Labbe hath publifhed out of vil 
St. Augujtine and Profper (1), it be certain he did cen- (1) rad. cob | 
fure this Herefie ac laft; yet it could not be long be- i575. MM 
fore his death, and therefore Zofimus was a manileft fa- | 
vourer of Hereticks, almoit all the time he was Pope ; ft 
and he may thank the African Fathers for his Repen- A 
tance 3 who ( though they were abufed and injured by | 
him) hide as much as may be all his ill deedsin favour | | 
of Celeftius, and for the credit of Zofimus and the Ca- a 
tholick Caufe, only publith his lateft Acts, after he was ee 
by them convinced that Pelagianifin was an Herefie : (,,) vig opr. VF 
But Celeftius and his patty openly exclaimed againft in poyruis. pe. 
Zofimus for a'Turncoat (m). lag. ibe 1.c.28. 
The fame year was that Council in Africa, which 
the Editors intitle uxder Zofivus (x), bue really was (w) Bin.p. 718. 
againft him: For without regarding his fufpending the £24. col. 1576. 
Caufe of Celeftius, they particularly condemned all the 
points of the Pelagian Herefie by Anathema’s, and or- 
der all Canfes between Bifhopsto be tried in the Pro- 
Witige where they arife, and renew the Canon of Aa- 
Weemeiat the Priefts and inferior Clergy fhoald be 
tried DY their own Bifhops; and whoever fhould ap- 
peal to the parts beyond the Seas, fhould not be recei- 
ved into Communion by any in Africa (0): So that we fee (0) Bim. pag. 
the African Church perfifted in maintaining their 754 Lab. col 
Rights, and condemning Appeals, as they had very ''?" 
good reafon, confidering the bold attempt of Zofimus, 
to ufurp a jurifdi@ion over them; and his erroneous 
judging fuch Canfes both of Faith and Manners as he te 
had prefimed to meddle in; which hapning in other he 
Provinces,-he broke the Canons, of the ancient Coun- a 
cils, by pretending to examine and decide them elic- 
where ; 
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where; forgetting that which Gratian had collected 
out of his own feventh Epiftle, and gives us here for 
(p) Bin.pag.  Zofimus his Decree (p), viz. That the Authority of the 
718. Lab. col Roman See it [elf cannot make any new Order, nor alter 
Te a old ones againft the Statutes of the Fathers: So Gratian 
lay be welt reads it, and fo eZneas Sylvius cites it (q); fo alfothe 
Concil. Baf. Editors-publifh it here; ‘but fome forging hand in the 
Fafeic. ver.  feventh Epiftle hath put comcedere inftead of condere, for 
expet- Tom I. fear this Sentence fhould take away from the Pope the 
Regi 2 power of making New Canons contrary tothe Fathers 
Decrees; a Priviledge, of which Rome hath made more 
ufe than any Church in the World. This Pope’s time 
is concluded with a forged African Council at Telepre, 
wherein it is pretended they only read the fourth Epi- 
file of Siricius, and thence the Notes and Baronius ga- 
ther that the African Church fhewed great refpect to the 
(r) Bin. pag. See of Rome (r). But firft Labbe confeffed before, that 
719. Lab. col: this Hpiltle of Siricius was forged (s): And Secondly the 
1577. Story is ill timed ; for the African Church had. never 
See cl. Jes reafon to refpeé the Popes than now, when they 
fo. manifeftly robbed them both of their Rights and 
their Peace alfo: Wherefore it isnot probable that a 
Council fhould meet there at this time, only to read 

an Epiftle which was invented long after. 


An, Dom..419. § §. Upon the Death of Zofimus, there were two 
Popes chofen, Boniface and Eulalius, and the Ponsifie 
cal fairly tells us, the-Clergy were divided forMeven 
Months and fifteen days, and that both of them aéted . 
as Popes. ‘This Schifm being notified to the Emperor 
by Symmachus, the Prefect of the City, he cites both. 
the Pretendersto Ravenna, and appoints divers Bifhops 
to examine into the Caufe ; but they not being able 
to agree whether had the better Title, the Emperor 
defers the bufinefs cill the Kalends of Aday, and for- 
bids both Parties to enter into Rome, tilla Council had 
met at Rome to determine this Controverfie. But Ew- 
lalius (who before ftood fairer of the two) impatient 
ef this delay, contrary to the Emperors Command,,. 

OF 
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on the fifteenth of the Kalends of April goes into the City, 

and .caufes great Factions there: Upon which 2§0 Bi- 

fhops met by the Emperors Order, execute his Com- 

mands, and declare Eulalixs to be no Pope, fetting up 

Boniface(s). Upon which paflage I fhall obferve, Firft, 6) Vita Box:/: 

That the Notes make but a vacancy of two days be- ®& not vid. Bin. 

tween Zofimus and Boniface ; and Baronius faith ic was!" een 

not vacant above one day (¢). Whereas it is plaing y,9,. ag 

from the Emperors Letters, dated three. or four Months (1) Baron. Az, 

after, thar neither of them was reckoned to be Pope ; 413. pag. 429. 

and he writes to the African Bifhops, that he would 

have the Council meet by the Ides of ‘Fume, that the Pa- 

pacy might be no longer void (#); fo that in truth the (#) Baron. An. 

See was vacant till che Emperor had judged it on Bo- 419- pag: 435: 

niface his fide. Baronius doth not like it fhould be faid 

that the Emperor-had any right to interpofe in the 

Eledion of a Popes but Symmachus, the Prefe& of 

Rome, faith exprefly to Honorius, it os your part to give 

judgment in this Matter (2); and the Emperor did at (p) gem vty. 

firit by his fingle Authority declare Eulalius to be right- 418. pag. 430. 

ly chofen (x): But upon better information he revokes ¢y) qig,_4y, 

that Refcript, and Commands that neither Party fhould 419. initio, 

have any advantage by what was paft, but all fhould be 

veferved itirely ta bus judgment (y ): And though he (y) Ibid. pag. 

employed a Synod of Bilhops to examine the Matter,433. 

yet it appears in Baronius, that the Emperors Edict was 

that which gave the Papacy to Boniface (z): Which (5 y:9 inia, 

=) Willeappear more plainly by the firlt Epiftle ot Bons pas. 4533, 430. 
face, and Honorius his Anfwer to it. ent 
For after this Pope was in peaceable poffeflion, fear- 

ing the like mifchief after his death, which had hap- 

ned at his entrance, he writesan humble Supplication 

to the Emperor to take care of this matter for the fu- 


. pag. 720, 


by the Emperors judgment, and the Peoples confent (4). 421. Lab. col, 
This writing of the Popes among the Councils, hath 1532, 1583. 
F this 
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this Title, Ze Supplication of Pope Boniface : But Baro- 
nius thinking that too mean, fraudulently leaves out the 
Title (4); though the Humility of the Style fufficiently 
fhewsthat the Pope believed that the Emperor was above 
him; and whereas Boniface there calls the Church Our 
Mother, as the Margin in Biésius rightly reads it (c). 
Baronins will have it to be yeur Mother; and Labbe leaves 
eut the Marginal and true Reading (42); for ir feems 
they think it below the Pope ( though not the Empe- 
ror ) tobe a Sen of the Church. Uf the fecond Epiftle of 
Boniface be genuine, it fhews that when Complaints 
were made to Rome out of the near adjoining Provin- 
ces, the Popes (even after they had given too much 
encouragement to Appeals) were wont to refer the 
matters complained of, to be examined and decided by 
the Bifhops 6f thofe Provinces where the Fa@ was 
done(e). But the Notes conclude from hence, that the 
accufation of Bifbops ufe to be referred tothe Pope *; which 
is an univerfal Conclufion from Premifes that will not 
bear it. The third Epiftle of Boniface contradi&s all 
thofe which were writ before by Zo/imus, in favour of 
Patroclus, Bifhop of Arles; for Boniface forbids Patro- 
clus to exercife the Power granted him by the laft Pope, 
and decrees that Hilary, Bifhop of Narben fhailbe Me- 
tropolitan ¢; and if he judged right, then Zofimus judg- 
ed wrong in thisCaufe. For this Pope the Editors pub- 
lifh fx Decrees , one of which orders the differences: 
among: Bifhops to be decided by the Metropolitan; ser 
however by the Primate of that Country ; from whofe 
determination there was to be no Appeal (f). The 
fourth Decree is certainly fpurious, becaufe it not only 


+. forbids a Bifhop to be brought before any Judge Civil 


or Military for any Crime, but declares the Magiftrate 
who prefumes to do this, fhall lofe his Girdle, that is, 
be put out of his Office. Now doubtlefs it was not 
in the Popes power to give or take away Civil or Mili- 
tary Offices: So that this hath been invented meerly 
by thofe who affected the Popes being fupreme over 


Kings and Emperors, and would have the Clergy ex- 
empt. 
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empt from all Secular Jurifdif&tion. Asto the Pelagian 
Controverfie, fie writ nothing about it himfelf; but 
we are told by Profper, that Boniface defired St. Auguftine 
to an{wer the Books of the Pelagians | (¢), and he thewe dy 


his Wifdom in putting the Caufe into a better hand than Collac 


~~ 


his own. 
We muft now return to the bufinefs of the cng 
fent into Af ric z by Pope Zoft [Ths , 2 little befo his 
death, who appear ed in the fixth Cou neil at Car have 
not | till the time of this Pope Boniface, in ordert juiti 
fie the Roms Churches Rig ht to receive Appeals from 
all Cha rches. The 7 Title i vleed falfly faith this Coun- 
cil was held abey the manner of profecuting Appeals (bh) ; 
but i it is plain thatthe African Fathers queftioned the 
right of of appeal ing, ana | had condemned be dwe ‘al Appeal s to 
any Church beyond the Seas. In this Council the Popes 
Legates produce a Can ion, wi hich they fay was made 
at Nic ces importi ng, Tbat if a Bi flop were condemned in 
bis ewn Count ry, and apne aled 
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+ 7 
write to the _meighys wring Bijneps to enquire again inte th 
matter, and decide it 5 but if all the did nct [atisfie the 
Cumplainant, the Pepe might either fend bis Legates, with 
bis Zucbority to judge #t there with the Bifhops, or leave it 
i#Bwy Fé tbe; é of teat Country 2s be pleafed (i). N W this 
Canon was no fooner read, but Alypius,one of the Afri 

lared he could not find any fuch Ca 


can Bifhops, dec 
non in the Gre 
defired fae es who pr 
the Popes Legates were if 
molt famous Patriarcha! 3; 
Alexandria and Anti ech, to fearch their Copies of 
eae Council ; and that the Pope might be defi: 
c 


o fend fome thither alfo at the fame time; whic 


D 


1 

ii Mo- 
eB was 1o fair, and fo certaina way to find out the 
truth, thar tne Legates } yield ed tO it, aS they ¢ did alio 
to Have another Canon examined, whetherir were in 


the Nicene Council or no, about the Appeals of the 
lower Clergy : After which they relolve to annex a 
genuine Tranftript of the Nicene Creed and Canons, to 
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the Acts of theirSynod, which concluded with a Let- 
ter to Boniface; which the Editors had no mind to pub- 
() Bin. pig.  lifh in this place, but give it us elfewhere (4). The 
755. Lad. col. Suni of it is, they tell their honourable Brother, that 
ks hearing he was in Zofimus place, they had writ to him 
about Apiarius, who had now confeffed his Faults be- 

fore them, and begged pardon, and was removed from 

officiating in his old Church, but allowed to keep his: 

Degree. Then for the two Canons pretended to be 

made at Nice, they fay, they had inferted them in their 

Acts till the true Copies of the Nicene Council came; 

but if they were not found there, they would not be 

compelled to endure fuch things as they had no mind 

“ to mention, nor to fuffer fuch intollerable burdens ; but 
they hoped while he was Pope, they fhould not be ufed 

with fuch Infolence or Pride, but that they fhould be 

dealt with by brotherly Charity; adding, that they 

had fent a Copy of their A&s by two of his Legates, 

who might make them known to his Holinefs. ‘This 

is the true, though brief account of this Famous Coun- 

cil, wherein the Roman Church was difcovered to aim 

at Superiority, and a ufurped Jurifdi€tion, and to pra- 

ctife it to the prejudice of the Faith, and the Rights 

of other Churches. Moreover, it was here difcovered, 

that Rome, to cover this injuftice and irregularity, had 

corrupted the Canons of the moft famous of all Gene- 

neral Councils, and cited {uch Canons out-of it, as ne- 

ver were made there. And now to wipe off this {cans 

dal, Binius and Baronius {tickle vehemently, and try all 

their Art to get St. Peter’s Ship off from thefe Rocks. 

: The former publifhes long Notes (2); the latter falls 
(z) Bim pag. from writing Hiftory to difpute(/): But all in vain; for Bi- 
Ansan oh yius after he hath falfly told us, that it was the Anti- 
(2) Baren, An. ent Cuftom for Bifhops and Priefis to appeal to Rome, and 
419, pag. 447, for the Africans to defire their Sentences to be confirmed by 
ad 456. the Pope ; Confefles, that the Popes Legates cited the 
Canons of Sardica under the name of thofe of Nice, 

and that they were not to be found in the Originals 

of the Council of Nice, kept in the other: Patriarchal 

Sees: 
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Sees: But then he pretends the African Bifhops did not oun 

(as we do) charge Zofimus with fraudand forgery. I Wl, 

an{wer, that how modeftly foever they might {peak of 1 ae 

this Fact, it really was a notorius Impofture, and ic 

was fufficient that they proved it to be fo, and writ 

plainly to both Boniface and Celeffine (as the Letters yet 

extant fhew ) that they would never endure that ufur- 

ped Power any more, which the Popes by virtue of 

thefe feigned Canons had exercifed: And if rejecting 

Appeals to Rome be making aSchifm, ’tis certain the 

Africans did not fuffer them fo long as the face of a 

Church remained there ; fo that probably that Epiftle 

of Boniface the fecond, writ to Eulalius near an hun- 

dred years after, may be true, and had not been cen- 

{ured by Baronius and Binius, but only becaufe it fuppo- 1 

fesa Church might have Martyrs in it and bea true , a 

Church, thoughit utterly difowned all fubordination i 

to Rome: And I am fure they juftifie many Epittles ite 

that are lefs probable, if they make for the intereft of 

the Pope. Againit this, Baronius and the Notes Ob- 

je@, that there was an Appeal made by an African Bi- 

fhop of Fuffala, who for notorious Crimes was put out 

of his See by St. Auguftine and others; and it feems 

Boniface and Celeftine both allowed this Appeal, and 

heard his Caufe; and this, thefe Flatterers of Rome 

think hapned at this time by the Providence of God (m). (m) Bin. Lab. 

But let it be confidered, thatfor fo notorious a Crimi- not. ur fupr.. 

nal as this Bifhop to appeal at this time, is neither any 24” 47.419. 

credit to the Pope, nor any proof that there were no?’ 47" 

African Canons at this time to prohibit it 5 for it is 

likely enough, that an ill Man, who had no means to 

fhelter himfelf from the Juftice of his own Country, 

but by appealing to thofe Popes, who at that time pre- 

tended a Right to receive fuch Complaints, would ufe 

that means of Appeal, even though it were condem- 

ned in Africa. So that his appealing doth not prove 

it was lawful, nor that it was not forbid there: Be- 

fides, though St. Auguftine writ modeftly, yet he inti-. 

mates no more, but that fome fuch Sentences fhe rit) 
ad. 
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had paffed on this Bithop of Fuffala, had been pafled 
or approved by the Popes; which only prove in Faé, 
that fome African Bifhops had before this time appeal- 
ed, but he doth not fay it was right ; yea, we fee the 
Councils, in which he was prefent, condemning it as 
an ufurpation and great injuftice, ex mals moribus bona 
Leges. The thing had been pradifed till the Popes 
foftering Hereticks, and lewd convi&ed Criminals 
opened the Eyes of the African Church, and made 
them prohibit them, and claim their antient Rights. 
Again, upon St. Auguftine’s Letter it appears, the Pope 
did not proceed to reftore this Bifhop; and it feems 
when former Popes had taken upon them to reftore 
ejected Bifhops, they were forced to do it by ftrong 
hand, even by fending Clerks with Soldiers to execute 
the Sentence, which fhews their Authority was not 
fubmitted to in Africa: And the Bifhops in their Let- 
ter to Celestine, boldly charge him never to fend any 
fuch again ; for if they fhould fubmir to fuch proceed- 
ings, they fhould be guilty of bringing Secular. Vio- 
lence into the Church of God. The Notes go on to 
charge us Proteftants for ignorantly and treacheroufl 

infulting over Zofimus, as one that attempted to fteala 
Power to receive Appeals from Africa. Whereas the 
African Bifhops themfelves prove the Fa@: Andin the 
fecond Part I have produced a very antient Scholi- 


(n) Rom. Forg.0n (%), which exprefly cenfures thefe Popes for Impo- 
par2. An.347- fture as well as Ufurpation ; and I now add, that Zona 


pag. 11fF, 


- ras above 4.00 year before the Reformation faith in his 


Notes upon the Sardican Council, That the Bifhops of 
Old Rome, from this Canon, boafted a right to Appeals 
from Bifhops in all Caufes, and falfly faid it was made in 
the first Council of Nice; which being propounded in the 
Council of Carthage, was found not to be true, as the 
Preface tothat Council fhews, So that neither was thas Ca- 
non made at Nice, nor doth it decree that Appeals pat be 
made to him from all Bifhops, but only from thofe who were 
Sabje& to him, which at that time were almoft al thofe of 
the Welt, that is, Macedon, Theffaly, Illiricum, oe 
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Peloponefus and Epirus, which afterwards were fubjected 
to te Church of Conftantinople ; /o that Appeals from thence 


were to be made to that Patriarch for the future (0). Where- (o) Zon. Schol, 


fore we are not the firft, who charged the Popes with 
Ufurpation and Impofture both in this Cafe : But the 
flattering Notes go on and tell us, that if the Contro- 
verfy had been about the Right of Appeals, and not a- 
bout the manner of appealing, the Popes Legates would 
have cited the 4th and 5t4 Canons of Sardica, which 
treat of the Right of Appeals, and not the 774 which 
treats only of the manner of profecuting them: Now 
this is an open Falfhood; for the firft Canon the Lega- 
tes cite is in the beft Edition of the Sardican Canons, 
the fifth, and is about the Right of Bifhops to ap- 


peal (p). And the fecond they cite is the 144 Ganon, (p) Bix.'Tom.t. 
and it is about the Appeals of Priefts and Deacons (q); Pag. 426. 
fo that neither of the Canons cited is about the manner 2¢ve”: Tom.t- 


of profecuting Appeals; and the latter which the 
Notes call the 7+ Canon of Sardica doth not mention 
Rome. 

They proceed to tell us there were 217 Bifhops firft 
and laft fub{cribed to this Council, being a great Provin- 
cial Council, which fhews how unanimous the Afri- 
cans were in condemning the Popes Ufurpation: As 
to the Popes Legates, the Notes grant they did not pre- 
fide there ; and truly it was not fit they fhould, when 


their own Caufe was to be examined, and Rome was. 


the criminal Church here to be tried. Again, The 
Note (&) impudently calls the fifth Canon of ‘Sardica 
by the name of the feventh Canon, and pretends the 
Africans did not like the latter way of profécuting Ap- 
peals; That is, by the Popes fending Legates into 4f 
vick to hear thefe Caufes, but allowed him to delegate 
them upon an Appeal to rehear the Appellant: Where- 
as the Council doth exprefly reje&tthe whole Canon as 
a Forgery, and forbid all Appeals to the parts beyond. 
the Seas, fothat this is only defending one Lie by ano- 
ther, and cleanfing a Blot with blotted fingers, 
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He The next Note (J) gravely tells us, that "the words 
Sardican Council, were falfly put into the Text of this 
at Council, becaufe the Legates profefled thefe Canons 
ni were made at Nice, and becaufe the African Fathers 
: fay they knew of no Sardican Council, which had al- 
(*)Not.in Con-lowedof the Popes fending Legates, 8c. (r) Now all 
cil. 6. Carthag.this pains might have been {pared ; for thefe words 
Bin, pag. 730. (Sardican Council) are only in a corrupt Latin Edition, 
Col. 2 FL4b but the Greek and Latin Copy which is the beft, hath 
col. 160% ‘ho fuch words at all. But we may note here very juft- 
ly, That thefe Popes were ftrangely infolent to cite two 

Canons of a poor obfcure Council, never heard of 

in Africa, no not by the learned S.Aufiin (as the Notes 

confefs,) and daringly fix thefe Canons upon the moft 

famous general Council that ever was, efpecially fince 

Cs) Concil. . the Nicene Council doth exprefly charge (s), That e- 
Nicen. can. 5. very Bifhops fentence fhall ftand good in his own Pro- 

vid. Bim, pags vince ; fo that. he who is Excommunicated by fome 
hes fhall not be received by others. Now the pretended 

Canon allows the Pope to receive any perfon Excom- 

municated by the Bifhops of his own Province: So that 

it exprefly contradicts the Canons of the Nicene Coun- 

cil; and yet the Popes confidently faid it was made 

there: Had the African Fathers believed them and fub- 

mitted, no doubt thefe two Canons, and perhaps all the 

reft of that petty Synod had been im poled upon the 

World for genuin Canons of the Nicene Council, by 

the Roman Church, whofe Emiflaries have forged no 

lefs than 60 new Canons,and publifhed them under the 

name of that famous Council. Before I leave this fub- 

je&, I muft note, that Baronius, and Binius who here 

confefs thefe two Canons were made at Sardica, do 

in the Noteson the Nicene Council, impudently cite 

them, to prove there were more than twenty Canons 

ha made at Nice, of which number they fay were the 

al | Canons about Appeals, produced in the fixth Council of 
ae (+) Bit.notis Carthage (¢). Baronius hath one trick more, For he 

Ra like [aith the Council of Sardica was a General Council, as well 

pag. 296, % that at Nice, and of as great Authority, and fo it ae 
a 
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all one, which Council the Popes cited (u), ¥ have difpro-(#) Baron. Au. 
ved this before, and only note here, that if the Afri- Ab pag-448- 
can Fathers had believed this, doubtlefS they would **** 

not have put themfelves to fo great coft and trouble, 

to fend to three foreign and remote Churches to fearch 

out the Truth : I muft add, that the Bifhops affembled at 

Carthage, thought the Nicene Canons fo confiderable, 

that they annex a Copy of themtotheir A@s, where- 

itt this is remarkable, That the fixth Canon is cited 

without that forged Preface, which the Roman Wri- 

ters of late would make a part of the Canon it felf, 

viz. The Roman Church hath always had the Primacy. 

No fuch words appear in this African Copy (27) 5 (w) Bin, pag. 

wherefore we may conclude, they have been invented 725. Led. col. 
fince by fome of the Popes Creatures. aso 5: 


§. 6. Celeftine fucceeded Boniface, yet foas the Notes_4, pom eh 
confefs the Faction of Exlalius would not communicate 
with him: However, he feems to have been very Or- 
thodox as to the Pelagian Controverfy, though Lax- 
rentius Valla trulycenfures him for one of no great Learn- 
ing; the Style of his Epiftles fhewing he was no ac- 
curate Latinift ; and in his own Epiftle to Nefforius, yet 
extant in the Ephefine Council , he confefles he un- 
derftood no Greek (x): So that whatever he did a- (x) Concil. 
gaint Pelagius or Neftorius, was done at the requeft Ephef. Epitt. 
and by the dire&ion of Men more learned than him-Celef.ad Nef. 
felf : However it was well, that this Pope was fo wil- a page 135. 
ling to affift S. Cyril againft Nefforius, and Profper Cae UNA Ly 
with others, againft the Pelagiaus; for his See being 
eminent, his appearing on the Orthodox fide gave 
great countenance to their Caufe, and promoted the 
Condemnation of thofe Hereticks, which the Notes 
and Baronius {o extremely magnify (7) as if he was the (7) Vita Cele/t. 
firft who condemned them; and that it was folely his dh Ok . a 
Authority which fuppreffed them, the falfhood of 7" °°" '°!° 
which we fhall fhew prefently. The Pontifical faith, 
He ordered the Pfalms to be fung by way of Antiphon by 
all, before the Sacrifice : But if he firft brought ae 
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kind of finging them at Rome , we are fure they had 
been fung fo long before, both in the Eaf and at 
a Milan; and it feems ic is no difparagement for the 
At holy Roman See to follow ‘other Churches. 
| | The firft Epiftie of Celeftine, hath a great many Se- 
&tions added to it in Binius, which are a Colle@ion 
made by Profper, or fome Eminent Writer. againit 
(x) Bix. pag. the Pelagians (x). But Labbe prints the Epiftle by it 
733. Lab. col. elf, and then prints the Collections apart: However 
ROA Es it isthought Celeffime approved them, and fo they are 
(a) Vofij Hit. cited by divers Ancients under his name (2) : But if 
Pel. cap. 30 we compare the Matter or the Style of thofe Additi- 
ete oe ons with the former part, which is Celeftine’s genuin 
work , it willeafily be difcovered, that the Popes Au- 
thority was far more confiderable than his Learning: 
And if any Man wonder why this Collector is fo care- 
ful, to fet down the Decrees of the Roman Church a- 


em (4) Bin, ibid. gainft this Herefy (4), the reafon is plainly expref- 
i §. 3. Lab. col. fed, viz. That fome fecret Favourersof Pelagius, (con- 
1614. fidering the kindnefs he and his followers had found 


at Rome) profefled they would ftand by the Decrees 

of that Church. 
His fecond Epiftle hath nothing memorable in it, 
but that the Pope thinks the affairs of the Province of 
(c) Bin. pag. Narbon, to bethings far remote (c); which fhews they 
735.Lab. cole had not then ufually intermedled with the concerns 
be19: of allthe Churches in the World. A little after he 
faith, we of the Clergy ought to be diftinguifhed from the 
Laity, by our Doétrin, not by our Garments; by our Conver- 
fation, not by our Habit; by our purity of Mind, not our 
Drefs: Which looks as if he would abrogate wholly 
the diftin& Habits of the Clergy, and perfuade them 
and the Laity to go alike: Which grofs notion the 
Notes labour to cover as wellas they can, by preten- 
ae ding he for bids only new Fafhions of Habit to the 
' a Clergy: But if it were fo, this would refle& upon the 
sf various Habits of every. feveral Order of Monks. And 
yet if we look well upon the Text, he pofitively dif- 
likes all Habits which may diltinguifh the Clergy att 
the 
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the Laity, which now adays Proteftants account a 
Fanatical Opinion. 

Molt of the following Epiftles are printed in the 
Council of Epbefus, and fhall there be confidered : Ie 
fuffices to obferve here, That the 9th Epiftle to the 
Emperor Theodofius (d) owns that Arcadins and Proge-(d) Bin, pag. 
dus were to reprefent his Perfon in the Council of 737 Lad, col. 
Ephefws, which the Emperor had Commanded to be 1623. 
held: Therefore Cyril did not reprefent Pope Celeftine 5 
and not the Pope, but the Emperor called that Coun- 
cil, 

The rob Epiftle affirms, that the care which Kings 
take im the matters of Religion a not ineffedtual Ce) 5 (e) Bin. ibid. 
which fhews, that Barowiss had no reafon to be {© {a- Lab. col. 1624. 
vere upon ail thofe Princes who medled with Religi- 
ous Affairs. Out of the rath Epiftle to Theedofins we 
may note, that Atticus late Bifhop of Conftantinople is 
faid to be of moft reverend Memory, and a moft couragions 
defender of the Catholick Faith( f): And in Celefine’s B-(f) Bin. pag. 
piftle to Neforins, Atticus of bleffed memory, a Teacher of 739- Lab. cok 
the Catholick Faith(g). But this very Bifhop had a long ee be 
contelt with the Bilhops of Rome, and was Excommuni- (5/ Rohet one. 
cated by Pope Innocent (b); and he on the otherfide va-334.. 0° 
lued this fo little, that hé Excommunicated thofe who (sb) Baron. An. 
were in Communion with Rome; and calls Paulinus and 49% P2g-244- 
Evaegrius and their adherents (among -which was the 
Pope) by no gentler aname than that of Schi/maticks (i). Ci Ravin Ao. 
So that how Orthodox fo-ever he might be in any o- 412. pag. 34%. 
ther things, “tis plain, he did not believe the Roman 
Church Infallible, nor think it was neceflary to be in 
Communion with it: And though he erred (as they 
now believe at Rome) in fo main a Points yet while he 
Was at open Enmity with the Pope, Baronius tells us he 
wrought a Miracle (£4); fo that a Man would think, (k) Baron. Ait. 
Miracles are’ no proof of the true Church : Another x03. pag. 272. 
paflage in this Epiftle is Memorable, viz. That Cele- 
frime faith, Neftorims was Excommunicated by the general 
fentence of the Bifhops : Which the Reader muft remem- 
ber, when the flattering Notes any where fay, the 

G 2 Sentence 
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Sentence against this Heretich was folely the Ad of Ce- 

leftine. And indeed Baronius having recited his 112, 

12th, 13th and 14th Epiltles, boafts of him, as if God 

had raifed him up to ftand in the gap againit thofe 

Hereticks which then infefted the Church, and gives 

(2) Baron, 4n, him all the Glory of the Victory over them (/). Where- 
432+ pag. 616. as, if Profper and Cyril had writ no better againft Pela- 
gius and-Neftorius than Cele/tine, it isto be feared that 

thefé Herefies had not been cenfured inthat Age. Yet 

in the main he was a good Pope, and had the fortune 

to take the right fide in thefe Controverfies, and there- 

fore is highly commended by divers of the Orthodox ; 

and he is very free in returning the Complements : 

For in his laft Epiftle he calls Cyril an Apoftolical 

(m) Bin. pag. “an (m); and Maximianus of Conftantinople he ftyles bis 
vateLabcol Colleague. And this may fuffice for this Popes Epi- 

1633. ftles. 

We are entertained next with another Collection of 

African Councils, held, as they fay, under Pope Bonz- 

(:) Bin.pag. face and Celeftine(s); but the Titles mention no Pope 
744. Lab.col. at all; nor were they called by any Pope, but by the 
1641. Bifhop of Carthage, who prefided in them, even when 
the Popes Legateswere prefent: We have taken no- 

tice of moft of-thefe before, and therefore fhall pafs 

them over very briefly. In one of them they refolve 

to fenda Legate to their holy Brethren and fellow Bifhops, 

Anaftafius of Rome, and Venerius of Milan, putting 

them fo equally into the Scale, that che Popeis only firft 

(0) Bin, pag. named (0), A little after Aurelius, Bithop of Carthage 
yas Lab.col. 1aith, That be by God?s appointment [uftained the care of 
1643. all the Churches: The Margin tells us he meansin Afri- 
(p) Bin. pag. °%4p)> but I muft note, that if a Pope had faid fo in 
17. Lab. col, this Age, though he could mean no more than the 
1647. Churches of the Suburbicarian Regions, thefe Gen- 
tlemen would have ftretched that to all the World. 

Another Council in the twelfth Confulfhip of Hoxorius, 

and the eighth of Theodo/ius, had a Canon in fome. anci- 
ent Copy, wherein thefe Fathers Anathematixe them 
that hold any middle place between Heaven and mate: f 
which 
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which unbaptized Infants go; and they exprefly declare, 

that whoever uw deprived of the Right Hand, muft fall in- 

to the Left ; and that no Catholick doubts but he 2 with the | 

Devil who ws not a Cobeir with Chrift (q). Now this looks (4) pin. pag. nT 

fo foulupon Limbus Infantum and Purgatory, the later 753. Lab. col. a 

Inventions of Rome, that their Parafites have left this 1°54- il 

Canon out in other Copies of this Council (r): And (7) Vid. Bin. 

here it is printed in a different Character, as if it were pag. 786. 

no genuine piece of the Council, only becaufe it con- a 

demns the modern Opinion of the RomanChurch; but All 

the impartial Reader will conclude, that the Ancient | 

Copy of this Canon was elder than either Purgatory or 

Limbus Infantum. ait 
Here alfo the Editors print at large the two famous ee | 

Epiftles of the African Bifhops, to two Popes fuccef- ‘ies 

fively, Boniface and Celeftine, wherein they do utterly 

condemn Appeals to Rome, and difcover the forgery of 

thofe pretended Nicene Canons, by which their Le- 

gates attempted to juitifie them. [ have given an ac- 

count of the former of thefe Letters inthe Life of Bo- 

niface. And I fhall add here, that the latter Epiftle to 

their honourable Brother Cele/fine (writ fome years af- 

ter) fhews the Africans continued ftill in the fame 

mind (s); for therein they acquaint him that they had (s) gia. pag. 

called a Council; and though Apiarius alledged the Privi- 757. Lab. col. 

ledge of the Roman Church which had received him un- 1614 

lawfully to Communion, they examined bis Caufe, and at 

laft he confelfed his notorious Crimes: Wherefore they ear- 

neftly defire the Pope mot fo eafily to receive Complaints from : 

thence, nor admit thofe to bis Communion whom they had | 

excommunicated ; for they fhew that the Nicene Council 

forbids this, both as to Bifhops, Presbyters. and Lay-men, 

without any derogation to the priviledge of the African 

Church, committing all the Clergy to their own Metropoli- 

tan, and wifely ordering every bufine{s to. be determined in A 

that Province where it arofe, knowing that the Spirit of ee 

God would not be wanting to anyCountry, where a Council . Hi) ae 

of Bifhops fhould meet ; fo that none need fear to be injured, rh a 

ince iy 
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my fince they might appeal to a greater Council of their owys 
iy | 7 Province, or to @ Univer(al Synod: Whereas if Fudgment 
A were to be given beyond the Seas, many Witneffes muft be 
anh wanting, and many other things muft hinder the finding out 
a of truth. They add,——That they could not find any Coun- 
cil which allowed bis HolineS to fend any Legates to hear 
Caufes ; and for thofe Canons which Faultinus bad produ- 
ced, as made at Nice, they could find no [uch Canons in 
the Authentick Copies of that Council. Finally, They bid 
him not [end any of his Clerks to execute his Sentence, to 
which if they fhould [ubmit, they fhould feemto bring the 
vanity of Secular Arrogance into God's Church, "This is 
the Sum of this excellene Letter, which difowns and 
condemns all Appeals, and renounces the Popes jurif- 
diGion over Africa, with a modeft intimation, that his 
claim was grounded upon a nororious Forgery, and 
therefore he isrequired to pretend to it no longer, for 
; that they will not fubmitto fuch an Ufurpation. Yet 
: fuch is the Impudence of the Roman Editors, that in 
| O) Bin pee a Marginal Note upon this Epiftle (t), they fay thefe 
757. col2. African Bithops defire the Pope, to appoint another way 
Lab.col 1675. 0f profecuting Appeals: Whichis a grofs contradicting 
the Textit felf, wherein all manner of Appeals, and 
all ways of profecuting them are utterly condemned; 
but this was too harfh, and therefore the Truth wasto 
be daubed over with this plaufible Fiction. 
After this Bizius prefents us with another Edition 
of thefe African Canons and Epiftles, in Latin and 
Greek (#).. And Labbe newly publifhes the Epiftle of 


tu) Bix. pag. ‘ 
eM oe Leporias, who had been converted from Herefie, 


$, 
a Lab col, 204 reconciled to the Church by the African Bifhops (2), 
1638, by which we may learn, that a Heretick need not go 


' to Rome to recant, as the Notes formerly affirmed. 
oe There*is nothing further obfervable before the Coun- 
Bi: Cilof Ephefus, except two Councils, one at Rome, where- 
i ay inthe Pope is faid to make Cyril his Legate in the 
| (x) Biv.pag. Cafe of Nefforius ; the other at Alexandria, in which 


794. &c. Lab. : 
col, 1688. Cyril is pretended to Ac by this delegated power (x). 


But 
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But this will-be’ more. properly confidered in the Hi- 
ftory of that General Council; ‘where thefe Epiftles 


cd 


are printed at large. 


COEF Kop LE 


Of the time from the. Council of Ephefus 
will the Councid. of Chalcedon. 


§ xr. WN this Year was held the Third General 

Council at Ephefus, upon the accountof Ne- 
frorius, who about three years before had’ been made 
Bifhopof Conftantinople, and wasat firft believed to be 
both Pious and Orthodox; brut he had not fat long 
in that See, before he began to publifh certain Do- 
&rines about our Saviour, which gave great offence ; 
for he taught that Jeftus Chrift was two Perfons, one 
as the Son of-Ged, another as the Son of Man; and 
therefore he denied the Bleffed Virgin to be the Mo- 
ther of God, holding that the Perfon which was born of 
her, was no more than a Meer Man: Which Opini- 
ons, not only made a Faction at Cosstantinople, but 
caufed Divifions among the Egyptian Monks; where- 
upon St. Cyril firft writ a Confutation of them to thofe 
Monks, and then with great modelty admonifhed Ne- 
Storius of thefe Errors, by divers Letters; but he defpi- 
fed his Admonition, juftified the Doctrines, and perfe- 
cuted thofe.who would not own them, being fupport- 
ed by his Intereft in the Imperial Court. Upon this, 
€yril called in Pope Celeffine to his affiftance, feriding 
htm an account of what he had writ to Nefforius: 
On the other fide, Neforius alfo writ to Cele/tine, a 
ent 
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He {ent his Sermons in which thefe Do&rines were contain- 

| ed, for him.to perafe, The Pope by the advice of 

{uch ‘Weftern Bifhops as he could then get together, 

takes the part of Cyril, and offered him to join with him 

in condemning Ne/forius, if he did not recant : But the 

Authority of thefe two Patriarchs of Rome and Alexan- 

dria, not fufhcing to condemn a Patriarch of Com/tanti- 

nople, it was thought fit to defire the Emperor to call 

a General Council at Epbefus, where Nestorias might 

appear, and his Opinions be examined; and the Em- 

peror at length did agree to this Requeft. Now that 

which we are to obferve concerning this General Coun- 

| cil, ‘fhall be under thefe Heads. — First, To enquire by 

whom it was called ‘and convened.) Secondly, Who pre- 

fided init. Thirdly, What is memorable in the Acts 

i of it. Fourthly, Who confirmed the Decrees there 
ie made. 

i As to the firft, the Hiftorical Preface, before this 

Council, labours to perfuade -us, That Celeffine com- 

(2) Bin, "Tom. manded the Council to be called (2) ; and the Notes 

ee eae after it fay, it was appointed by the Auibority of Cele- 

2. Lab.Tom3.itine, and gathered together by the counfel, aid and affi- 

col. 4. fiance of Theodofius rhe Emperor (2)... The Cardinal 

(>) Ben. pigs, goes further, and faith. Theodofius called it by the éAutho- — 

eae La?.o” rity of Celeftine(¢) ; but when this is to be proved, 

om, An, both the Notes and Baronius are content to make our, 


€) Barone 
oe pag.547,that thes Council was not called witheut the Popes confent ; 
&c. which may be proved concerning every Orthodox Bi- 
fhop that was there; and fo gives no peculiar advan- 
tage to the Bifhop of Rome. But asto the. Convening 
it by bas Authority, nothing can be more falfe: For by the 
Emperors firft Letter to Cyri, it appears that fome then 
= thought to order Matters of Religion by Power, rather than 
a (d) Bin. pag. Py confulting im common (d); in which words he reflects 
Fa | 62, 163. Lab. upon Pope Celefine and Cyril, who thought, by the Aus 
| Be col. 4.3 3. thority of their Private Synods at Rome.and Alexandria, 


to have condemned Nestorius, who was a Patriarch as 
well as they ; and therefore the Emperor rightly con- 


fidered, thar he could not be tried but by a General 
7 Council. 
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Council : So that it feems Celefine, at firft, had no mind 

fuch a Council fhould be called, nor Cyril neither ; but 

when they faw their Authority was infufficient, then 

Cyrii put the Monks of Con/tantinople upon petitioning 

the Emperor to command a General Council to mect very 

{peedily (as their words are) (¢); and the fame Cyril (e) Bin. pag. 
put fuvenalis, Bifhop of Ferufalem, upon writing to the 162. Lab. col. 
Emperor for the fame purpofe(f). Now why fhould 42%. 

not thefe Applications have been made to the Pope, Rae 
if the Council were to be called by his Authority? Be- el ine. 
fides, if Celeftine had called it, his Letter of Summons 

would appear; but though none ever faw that, the Em- 

perors Edict is yet extant, wherein he fixes the day and 

place for the Council to meet, enjoyns Gril, with the 

Bifhops of his Province, to be there at that time, and 

tells him he had writ to all other Metropolitans (pro- 

bably to Cele/fime among the reft)) to attend theSynod, 

and not to meddle with this Matter, till the meeting 

of this. General Affembly, from which whoever abfent- 

ed himfelf, fhould not be excufed (g). Which is as full (g) pin, pag. 
a proof that the Emperor called it by his Authority, 164. 226. col. 
as is poflible to be made; and we need add nothing to.436- 

it but this, that the Synod it felf every where declares 

it was Called & Serricudl@, by the Emperors Decree (4), (4) Bin. pag. 


éx revual@,by his Will (4), and Summoned by his Letter (Rk); 168, 210. Lab. 


yea, the Pope himfelf faith, I bave obeyed your Pleafure re ae a 
as far as I was able, and I do appear in the Council which . Ske 
you bave commanded, by thofe I have fent in my flead (Ll). 45... 


And when thefe Legates came to Ephefus, they fay, we (4) Bin. pag. 


are come to the Synod which hath been appointed by the moft 241,212,214. 


Chriftian and Gracious Emperors (m). So that it is pce ee De 

{trange impudence of Baronins and Binius, in defpite of 0) Gi? « 

fo clear evidence, to pretend this Council was conve- 236, path: 

ned only by the Advice and Miniftry of Theodofius, but 620. 

by the Authority af Pope Celeftene. (™) Bin. pag. 
Secondly, The like prevarication they ufe about the 23% 4%. ool. 

Prefident of this General Council, for Bellarmine had" 

made ita Maxim, That in General Councils it was the 

Popes priviledge to prefide by bimfelf or his Legates, and 

H ta 
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(n) Bella. de: 40 moderate ail as Sapream Fudge (nw): Wherefore the 
Concil. ibe. Preface to the Council faith, Cyril was to prefide by the 
<P '2* — - command of Celeftine, and the Authority of the Apoftolick 
(0) Pref. Bin, See (0); and the Notes fay, The Pope prefided there by 


pag. 2.Lab, Cyril, who had the Office of his Legate(p): And a little 


eS Shots after they produce all the Hiftoriahs who writ after 


pag.4q7. col. EVagrins ( An. Dom. $95.) ; and becaufe he faith Ce- 
>. Lab.col.  leftine had given Cyril his place, they conclude thence, 
1243. that he was Prefident of the Council: by virtue of that 
Grant: But indeed the firft place belonged to Cyril as 

Patriarch of Alexandria, in his own Right, becaufe the 

Bifhop of Rome was abfent, and he of Constantinople 

was the Criminal to be tried; yet Celeftine had cun- 

ningly given him that which washis due without any 

gift; for in his Letter to him long before the Council 

was called (when the Synod at Rome had condemned 

Neftorius) Celeftine faith, be might take to bim both the 

(q) Concil. Eph. Authority of his Throne, and the Order of his Place (9); 
par. 1. cap. 15» which fignifies no more, than that Cyri might vote in 
nik a *33- Celeftine®s Name, and add the Credit of the Firft Patri- 
hae. ©0342" arch to. his own Authority, to make the Sentence a- 
gainft Nefforius the more Venerable. And the begin- 

ning of the Ads diftinguifh Cyril’s precedency from his 

(r)-Svemoy1@-, holding Celeftine’s place (if they be rightly pointed, ) 
2% Tov tomy, ~~ Cyril, Bifhop of Alexandria, prefiding,and [having] the 
cc. Bin. pag. place of Celeftine, &cc. And fo Zonaras underitood it, 
te Lab. col. who faith, Cyril of Alexandria prefided, and alfo had 
G) Balfam, & the place of Celeftine ; thus alfo Balfamon (s). So that it 
Zonar. ini. feems Cyril was Prefident of the Council, either by 
Can. Eph. ap. choice of the Fathersyor in his own Right, as the Chief 
Bever. Tom. 3. Datriach prefent ; and he alfo voted in the place of 
Helles Celestine who was abfent;and probably by virtue of that 

| Reprefentation alfo, fate above all the other Patriarchs, 

(7) Bim. P88 | FTowever this is certain, that the Bithop of Ephefus, 
295,296. Lab. ? : 3 5 
col. 763, &c. Memnon, who had no delegation from the Pope, is 
(u)Bin. pag. alfo reckoned Prefident of the Synod ; and he, together 
303.Lab.col. with St. Cyril, are often called #aexot zis ovvod’s, even 
tw) Bis ie thrice in one Epiftle (7). Andagain, Mectd'gor (w) 5 yea, 
304.Lab, col, thefe two are called, the Head of the Council (w): Saat 

786. 
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all this without any mention of their having thef 
Titles, or this Power fromthe Pope, Moreover, we 
may obferve, that Cyril alone is fometimes called the 
Prefident of this Council(x); and the Party of Fobn 
Bifhop of Antioch, charges him with ufurping this 47. & Concil. 


place, which was not given him by the Canons or Chalced. Aas. 


the Emperor’s Edi@; (they valued not, it {eems, the © in Act. Eph. 
Popes Grant (y) ; fo that this Title is varioufly applie (9) Sou etch 
and no Argument can be formed from it for ghe Popes cil, iw, b. yi 
Supremacy ; who alfo fent three other Legates to this La5.col, rave 
Synod, to. reprefent his Perfon, and fupply his Place, 

as Celeftine?s own Letter declares (z) : Yea, the Coun- (2) Bin, pag. 
cil it felf declares, that thefe three Legates, Arcadius, 236. Lab. col. 
Projeéius and Philip did fupply Celeffin’s place (2). Now fe Be 
it is not eafie to underftand how Cyril fhould be the 2’, tig 
Popes Legate and fipply his Place, and yet at thefame col, cas, & 
time three other Legates need to be fent alfo to fupply 783. 

the fame place,unlefs we expound this Grant of the Popes 

to Cyril, to fignifie no more than a declaration, that 

he would agree to all that Gril voted for, which is 

far from making him a formal Legate, or for giving 

him that Authority which he had_ in this Council 

We conclude therefore, that Cyri/,as the firft Patri- 

arch prefent, and the moft learned of all that oppofed 

Neftorms *, and Memnon as Bifhop of Epbefus, where * cyil, —~ 
the Council was held, were chofen Moderators by the Cui tune da- 
Synod : Nor is it likely that the Popes making thefe his Satur primatus 
Legates,(if that were true, which Baronius only: frp. {¢ talibus agen- 
pofes, but doth not prove ) (4), would have sive 


. di Liberat.Brer. 
be eg 8 ae 
them any Power overthe Council, fince Arcadius, Pro- (by Barom. An, 
jecius and Philip, who really were the Popes Legates, 430. & du. 
did not prefide, nor are they reckoned up inthe firft 43" 
place, no not in the Sub{criptions, which yet are not 
‘certainly genuine (c). And when the Council feént 66) sbi Org 
two of thefe Legates among others on an Einbafiie to 431. pag. 566, 
Conftantinople, they lay their Commands on them, and 56s. 
threaten, if they do not obferve their Orders, they __ 
would neither confirm their A@s, nor yet receive them ‘” 2. ae 
into Communion (d): Which fhews the Council was 20? 47col. 


; one a Bia 
2 {uperior 


s 


‘2(x.) Leo Rapp. 
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1 ae fuperior'even to the Popes Legates; and that their re- 

) aa prefenting the Popes perfon, did not intitle them to any 

| al Power over the Council, which is that the Roman Pa- 

By) rafites would make out. Richerius exooles Baronius 

14) for faying Péilip had a-place before the Bifhops, becaufe. 
| *'Tom.1.cap. he was a Cardinal*% The firft Seat and Vote there- 
7.§. 6. p.287+ fore belonged to Cyril, but Chrift (as thefe Fathers: 
fay properly ) was the Head of this General Coun- 
(e)Concil. Eph. cif (e), and was. reprefented by the Holy Gofpels, 
par. 3. ©4P-13+ placed above all,ona Throne,out of which all decifions 
pag. 403 Bit oe made, not by any Humane Authority, either of 
Cyril or Celeftine himielt. 

Thirdly, We thall next examine into the proceedings 
of this Council, and fee where the Editors have pre- 
varicated therein for the intereft of Rome, as alfo what 
elfe therein is pertinent to our purpofe. Now thefe 
are, Firft thofe things which hapned before ; and, Se- 
condly in the Council. Firft, Before the Council ta 
Cyril's Letter to Neftoriws, he tells him, that Celeftine 
and the Bifhops aflembled at Rome, had advifed him to 
enquire whether thofe Papers were writ by Neftorius 

(f)Muyevov- Or no (f). This they all falfly tranflate, Cele/tino ju- 
J@--— Keae- Lente, Ge. as if the Pope had a Power to commana Cy- 
sive, &c. Con- rj}. whereas the Original Word imports no more than 
cil. Eph. par. 1-4. intimation given him to make this enquiry; and 
p- 119. Lad. 
col. 313.8 Ba- that not by the Pope alone, but by the whole Roman 
ron. An. 430, Synod. Again, fince this Controverfie began between 
Pp 533+ two Patriarchs, Cyril was fo modelt, that he would 
not by his own fingle Authority Anathematize Nefo- 
rius, till he had acquainted the Bifhops both of the Eaf# 
and West with it; yet he declares he had power tohave 
(g) Bin. pag. done this. if he pleafed (g). Now his forbearing to do 
12558131» this out of Prudence and Humility, is by the Roman 

Be rap : bi 379- Editors, in their Preface and Notes, afcribed moft falfly 

| ae : & col. 344 his want of Power and Authority. Thirdly, In the 

Proteftation of the Clergy of Com/tantinople, they prove 

am (i themfelves Orthodox, becaufe they held the {ame Faith 

ey | with the Church of Antioch; and that which was 
ae held by Exjtarbins, Bifhop there, in the time of the 

- |} | Nicene 
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Nicene Council, making no mention of Rome at ali (2). (A) Concil.Eph’ 
And though now. the Faith of the Roman Church is?" !. cap. 13- 


Biw. p. 129. 
Lab. col. 3.4.0+ 


pretended to be the fole Infallible Rule of what is Or- 
thodox, it was not thought fo then: For Pope Cele- 
ftine himfelf faith Neftorius is to be condemned, ales be 
profefs the Faith of the Roman and the Alexandrian Churches, 
and that which the Catholick Church held (7): And the(:) Ib.cap. rs. 
Pope repeats this in his Epiftle to. Nestorius (Rk); and in 3 p. 133. 
that to ‘Fol, Bifhopot Antioch (1): So that the Roman ae or 349: 
Church was then only a part of the Catholick Church Gh eae 
as that of Alexandria was; had it then been (as now it (g) Cap. 28. 
is faid to be) the fame with the Catholick Church, 27s. p. 138. 
the Pope was guilty inthree feveral. Epiftles of a no- 142. col- 361. 
torious Tautology ; for according to the modern Style) ap, sk 
it had been enough to have faid Nefforius muft profefs Pee eae 
he -held the Faith of the Roman Catholick Church. 

So when Gri had informed ‘fohn of Antioch, that the 

Roman Synod had condemned Nestorius, and writ to 

him, tothe Bifhop of Theffalonica, to thofe of Mace- 

don, and to him of Feruf{alem to joyn in this Sentence, 

Cyril adds, that he of Antioch mut comply with this De- 

cree, unles he would be deprived of the Gommunion of the 

whole Western Church, and of thefe other Great Aden (m). cm) Cap. 21. 
This paflage the Preface cites to prove that Cyri/ made Bin. p. 144. 
ufe of the Popes Authority as his Chief Weapon in this 24?. col, 380. 


Caufe (#); but it is plain he doth not fo much as men- (n) Pref. Bin. p. 


tion the Fope,or the Roman Church alone, nor doth he 2. Lad. Pref. p. 
urge the danger of lofing the Communion of that 3.347% 4. 
Church, fingly confidered, but of all the Weftern 43 P-53% 

Churches, and divers eminent ones in the Eaf; and 
it was the Popes agreeing with all thefe that made his 
Communion {o valuable. Fourthly, as to the Titles of 
thefe. Epiftles, which were writ before the Council, we 
may obferve, that Ne/forius writes to Celeftine as to his, 135.134. 

Brother, and faith he would converie with him, as one Lab.col. 349. 
Brother ufe to do with another (0); which fhews, that as &351.Baron 


Patriarchs,they were upon equal ground. *Tis true Cy- ey a 
i bin, 


P- 144» Lad.col.. 


rl (who was as eminent for his Modefty as his Learn- 
ing ) calls Celeftine by the Title of dis Lord (p)s gs hae 
which 
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which the Romanifts would draw conclufions for their 
Supremacy ; but we note, that in the fame Epiftle 

he calls John of Antioch alfo bis Lord, beloved Brother 

(9) Bin, 8 Lab, and Fellow: minifter (4) » which very words Cyri ules 
ibid. when he fpeaks of Celestine in his Epiftle to favenal, 
Bifhop of Fferufalem, calling the Pope there, ba Lord, 

(r) Cap.24 Bin. most Religions Brother and Fellow-minifter (r)3 yea, fuch 
pag. 147. L2b. was the Humility of thofe Primitive Bifhops, that they 
see frequently ftiled their Equals and Inferiors their Lords; 
(3) Cap.22.bin, f0 Cyril calls Acacius Bifhop of Beraa(s): So Fobn, Bi- 
pag. 145. Lab. fhop of Antioch, calls Neforius, bas Lord (t), and the - 
col. 381. fame Title in the fame Epiftle he beftows upon Arche- 
Siete laus, Bithop of Mindus, a {mall City (x). And of this 
pageye Lane might give many more inftances,but thefe may fufhce 
cole 393. to expofe thofé vain Arguers,who from fome {uch Titles 
beftowed on the Roman Bithop, think to eftablith his 

Univerfal Supremacy. Fifthly, Among all thefe pre- 

liminary Epifties, there are none meaner, both for 

Style and Senfe, than thofe of Pope Celeffime 5 yet Ba- 

ronius brags of that to Nefforivs, as the Principal 

Thing which confuted him, calling it a Divine Epi- 

(w) Baron. An. ftle (2). But alasit is infinitely fhort of Cyril's Letters ; 
430-pag. 534-the Phrafe is very ordinary, the Periods intricate, the 
Arguments fuch as might have been ufed againft any 

Heretick, and his Application of the Holy Texts very 

odd; as when the Church of Con/tantinople difcovered 

Nesorius to be a Heretick, he faith, he may ufe St. 

(x) Gap.18. Pgul’s words, we know not what to pray for ase ought (x). 
i age 35- However there is one remarkable Pailage init (a little 
yeas xe after ) where he faith, Thofe things which the Apostles 
have fully and plainly declared to as, ought neither to be 

augmented nor diminifhed. Had his Succeffors obferved 

this Rule, a great part of their Trent Articles had never 

been eftablifhed: And it had been well if the Editors 

had not in that very Page left out by defign, one of 

Celeftine’s own words. For he threatens Neftorius, that 

if after this third Admonition he did not.amend, he 

fhould be utterly excommunicated. (@70 as 7% ovrediele 

iors) x) Tis TaY XeIstavay cuNed's ) by his Synod, and bya 

Council 


Cent.s. from Roman Forgeries, &c. ge 


Council of all Chriftians. Were they leave out (iudy ), 

and tranflate it ab Univerfitate Collegii G conventu Chri- 

ftianorum (y ); as if the Pope alone had power to {e- (y) Bim. pag. 
parate a Patriarch from the Communion of the Uni. 136- £4. col. 
verfal Church ; whereas even when the Weftern Bi- 257° 

fhops joyned with him, St. Cyd notes, that thofe who 

lubmitted not to their Decree, would only lofe the 
Communion of the Weftern Church (z): And if thiis (2) Ep.ad Joh. 
Sentence were confirmed in the East-too, then indeed Antioch. cap. 
Neftorius and his party, as Celeftine intimates, would 2! eS 
be calt out of the Univerfal Church. Sixthly, In Gril’s sess Pate oo 
Letcer to Ne/forius, there is this remarkable Saying, 

That Peter and John were Ciro ) of equal Dignity, 

as they were beth Apoftles and Foly Difciples (a); which (a) Cap.26.Bin, 
thews (for all the brags of the Popes Legate in the Coun- pag. 153. Leb. 
cil, that Peter was the Head of the Faith, and of the Col4oo. 
Apoftles ) (6); they did not believe there was any dif- (6) Par. 2 Act. 
ference as to Power and Dignity among the Apoftles, 2-2». pag.235. 
and that faying mult pafs for a piece of Flattery, and 

is not to be regarded, becaufe it comes from a Creature 

of the Popes, and one of hisown Houfe, who by the 

Canons was no lawful evidence (c). Seventhly, In the (c) Ad tettimo- 
Emperors Commiffion to Candidianus, one ofghis great nium non ad- 
Officers,who was to prefide in the Council,we. may fee, mittendos quos 
the Emperor gives him power to appoint what Caufes Liab eee 
and Queftions fhall be firft treated of, and to forbid vrooueie, 
any pecuniary or criminal Caufes to be tried there (d) $ Concil. Car- 
which fhews that the Emperor referved the Power of thag. 7. can. 4. 
managing and ordering the Synod, to himfelf, and (4 Cap. 3s. 


made a Lay-man his reprefentative for that He GA MAE 2 
pole. 


. re 443+ & col. 
Secondly, Asto the Paflages in the Council, if the go,. 


Preface and the Names before the Aas, be genuine (of 
which there is fome doubt), we may note, that it is 
there declared, thé Council met by the Emperors Command, 
and that Cyril is mentioned firft, both in his own Right, 
as the chief Patriarch prefent, and as he had the pre- 
cedence due to Cele/tine, here called Arch-Bifhop of the 
Roman Church (a Title given to Cyril afterwards ) whofe 
Legate 
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Legate he is no where faid to be, but only to have his 
(e) Concil.Eph, place (e); that is, to fit firft as the Pope would have 
par. 2. Act.1. done had-he been there. Moreover, it is remarkable, 
oe cn 168. that the Council begins without the Popes Legates, who 
ae" 445" did not come till the three Seffions of the firft A&t was 
over. But there is one notorious falfhood both in the 
Notes and in Barosius,which they devife purely in favour 
of the Pope, and to makehim feem to have had fome 
Supremacy in thisCouncil: For they fay, that in the 
very firft Aétion, Peter, a Priest of Alexandria, did read 
that which Pope Celeftine and Cyril writ againjt Nelto- 
(f) Bin. not. Tius( f ). Whereas the Acts of the Council fhew the 
pag. 481. Lab. contrary, namely, that though Peter did fay he had 
col.1246.  thofe Epiftles of Cele/tine and Cyril in his hands, yet the 
cena 8 Council ordered, that the Emperors Edié&t, by which 
me 5°" they were convened, fhould be read in the firft 
(g) Bis. pag. Place(g), and it was read accordingly: Binius, by 
171. Lab. col. falle tranflating the Acts faith, Perer offered to read 


eet thefe Epiftles firft; but Labbe honeftly alters that cor- 


rupt Verfion, and faith only, be bad them in hw hands 

to do with them as the Synod pleafed: But we fee the Sy- 

nod did not allow them to be read in the firft place ; 

and afterwards when thefe Epiftles were called for, 

Cyril’s Bpiftle to Ne/torius was firft read and approved 

by the whole Synod to be Orthodox, not becaufe it 

was agreeable to the opinion of Celefime ( whom they 

donot once name }, but becaufe it was conformable to 

(4) Bin-pag. the Council of Nice(4): Yea the whole Council had 
174,175. Lab.confirmed the Faith of Cyri/, and unanimoufly con- 
col. 461,&¢. demned Nefrorius before they called upon the Notary 
(i) Bin. pag, to read the Epiftle of Celeftime Arch-Bifhop of Rome (7): 
190, 191.La6.So that the matters contained in that Popes Epiftle, 
col. sol. could neither be the fole nor principal Motive to the 
Council tocondemn Nefforius. For after the reading 

this Epiftle, they alfo read other Writings of Cyrs up- 

‘on this Subje@, and then heard the Opinions of the 

Ancient Doétors, Martyrs and Orthodox Fathers reci- 

ced; as alfo a Collection of the Blafphemies contained 

in Neftorius his Works, and the Epiftle of Capreolus, 

Bifhop 
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Bifhop of Carthage, declaring his confent to their pro- 
ceedings: After all which they both pronounce and 
fub{cribe the folemn. Sentence of depofing.and excom- 
municating Neforius, according to the Canons, and 
agreeable to the Decree mentioned in the Letter of Ce- 
leftine, but the Sentence was pafledin the name of our 
Lord Jefus Chrift, the true and fupream Prefident of 
this Affembly (&): And all this was done before Arcadi- (k) Bin. pag. 
us, Projectus and Philip, the Popes Legates, came to 204-44). col. 
Epbefus, and yet their abfence was never objected by *33: 
Nejéorius, asif that had invalidated thefe A@s. Fur- 
ther, we may obferve that an Oath was given in this 
Council only upon the Holy Gofpels ( according to 
the Proteftant ufage) (/), hot upon any reli&s of the (/) zis. pag. 
Saints, as the practice is now at Rome. In the fecond 192. Lab. col. 
Aétion, both Baronius and Binius add a word to the5°* 
Text, and make the Popes Legate call the Pope when . 
he {peaks to the Synod Lveftrum Caput | your Head (m); (”) pore 
and Baronius bids the Reader obferve, that Philip the pee pazit os 
Popes Legate in open Synod profeffed the Bifhop of Rome 
was the Head of the Catholick Church, and. other Bifhops, 
members under this Head: But firft, this word [ veftrum| 
is forged by Baronius and Binius, the Greek having no 
more than [ vii dyia wget} and Labbe hath been fo 
much afhamed of this addition, that he leaves out 
[veftro] (w); and the fenfe of the place is, that upon () rah col. 
the Councils Acclamations by way of approving Ce- 6i9. 
leftines Letcer as Orthodox, Philip gives them thanks, 
that by their Holy Voices, they as Holy Members had agreed 
to an Holy Head; he~doth not fay to their Holy Head, 
yet if he had, the whole Synod, and the three Legates 
particularly in a folemn Relation to the Emperor, call 
Cyril the Head of the Bifhops here affembled (0) ; but he (0) Par. 2. Act. 
would be ridiculous who fhould thence infer That Cyril AN pide 752- 
was the perpetual Head of the whole Catholick Church ; “*” ©" °°*° 
yet we may more juftly prove that from an Aé& of the 
whole Council, than Baronius doth the Popes Supremacy, 
from a Rhodomontado of his own Legate, who barely 
faid this, the Council neither approving nor difap- 

I proving * 
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* Vide dictum” proving’ *-of what he faid in favour of his own Bifhop. 
Bue epaae And no doubt the Orthodox Patriarchs might any of 
We ae ,,them properly be called by this Title of as Head: 
6.9. p.299.. For Cyril, yea Memnon, Bithop of Ephefus, are fo ftiled 
Bin.Tom. 2. itr the Councils Petition to the Emperor, to fet them 
par.2. pag-162, at liberty, lef the Synod want an Head, and all the Bifhops 
NOs of the World lie under an heavy burden of grief for want of 
(p) Bin. pag. their Prefidents (p). So that it is plain by thefe Titles, 
304. Lab. col. in thofe days, no more was meant, than that the Bi- 
786. fhops to whom they are applied had fome eminent 
place in the Church, and in this General Council; not 

that all, or any one who is called an Head, had, or 

oughtto have any fupream ftanding JurifdiGion in all 

times over the whole Catholick Church. So when the 

(7) Act. 4.Bia. Council calls Alexandria the greater Seat (gq), and Feru- 
ae ae ey falem is called an Apostolical Church (7), and Pope Cele- 
(r) Ibs Bin. pag. ime Ttiles Cyril an ApoStolical Man (s) ; none of thofe 
244. Lab.colh Churches did ever draw any confequences from thefe 
641. paflages, that their Bifhops were Supream “Fudges over 
(s) Pare 3.¢OP-¢5e oyhole Catholick Church; that abfurdity is peculiar 
gS st ro the Parafites of Rome, who make this Inference 
tory. ~~: trom every Honourable Title, that is, any where, or 
: upon any occafion, by way of Complement, or {feri- 
oufly beftowed upon the Pope; but fince others had 

the fame Titles given them upon Occafion, it is plain 

there isno good ground for fuch Conclufions, It is 

further memorable, that when ‘fohns, Patriarch of dAn- 

tioch, would have ufurped a Jurifdiétion over the Bi- 

fhops of Cyprus, the Council of Epbefus decreed, that no 

Bifhop {hould have, or alfume any Power over thofe Provin- 

ces which had not been under him or his Predeceffors before 

(2) Bin. pag. that time (t); which Decree plainly condemns the Bi- 
306. Lab.coh fhop of Rome ufurping a Jurifdi@ion over this Iland of 
Bor. Britain fince the Ephefine Council, becaufe it was not 
under any of the Popes, either then, or.of many years 

after. Finally, we may note, that ‘fohz, Patriarch of 

Antioch, being fecretly a favourer of Nefforius, would 

not joyn with Cyril or Celefine itv condemning him, 

but held a feparate Council with fuch Bifhops as were eS 

is 
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his party, and there they Excommunicated and De- 
poled Cyril and Memnon with all that joyned with them. 
On the other fide, the lawful general Council Excom- 
municated ‘fohn of Antioch and his accomplices; and 
afterwards upon his Repentance.Cyril declares, he re- 
Jlored him to Communion upon the terms prefcribed by the 
true Council of Ephetus («). Now if the Pope of Rome had (#) Par.3. cap. 
then been known and believed to be the {upreme head aes 
of the Catholick Church, and the only infallible Judge aie ila St 
in matters of Faith ; how could the Bifhop of Antioch 
fo much as pretend to Condemn that fide on which 
Celeftine was, or to rejeét that Council wherein his Le- 
gates fat and voted againft him? Or how came the 
Pious Emperor Theodofizs, and his Officers fo openly and 
fo long to abet the party of Fobn of Antioch, againft 
that of Celefine and Gril? There needed but two 
Arguments, viz, thofe of the Popes Infallibility and 
Supremacy, to have confounded all the pretences of 
this Schifmatical Council, and they are not fo much 
as once mentioned ; Which is a certain Evidence, that 
neither fide knew of; or believed chefe Papal Privi- 
ledges, ufurped in later times by that encroaching 
See. 

Fourthly, 1 come to confider the confirmation of the 
Acts of this general Council: And this the Preface al- 
cribes intirely to the Pope (w), and fo do the Notes () Bie Pref 
after the Council upon the word [Approved] (x), pag.s. Leb. coh 
and fo doth Baronius in feveral places: But all rhis Ste wanes: 
without any. juit ground; For the Preface fairh, he MD Es 
fent his Legates to confirm the A&s of the Council in his ae anes pis 
name, and citestor this thefe words out of Cele/Pine’s 
Letrer fent to the Synod by thele Legates: dad whar 
you dercee, {hall be accousted, defined and determined for the 
tranquility of all Churches (y). But no fuch words are (») refit. Bix, 
in that Epiltle, the Pop2 faying no more, but only thar p2g.5.Lab.col. 
pehad fent thefe Perfons to be prefent at their AGs, and to Nel ay wine 
confirm what he bad long {ince decreed* 5 To which be hoped : ties si 
their Holine{s would affent, becaufe they knew that which ogo ala 
Actis veltris intererunt, quque & vobis funt conftituta fuo calculo denu 


: : : 9 confirmabunr. 
Richer. Hift, Concil, ‘Tom. 1, Cap.7, pag. 294. 1 2 oD a5 
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(2) Concil. pars ayas determined, was for the peace of all Churches (z). The 

le ty ii fenfe of whith is, that Celeffine having long before 

“ol 618. Condemned Neforius at Rome, he fent his Legates to 

the general Council to get that Sentence confirmed, 

and doubted not of their affent to it, fince this cafting 

out of Nefforius (the difturber of the Churches quiet) 

would tend to the Peace of the whole Church: So 

that this paflage proves, that the Council was to con- 

firm the Popes Decree, not that he was to confirm 

their Aéts: And the Synod in their Letter to Pope Ce- 

leftine do exprefly fay, That they had judged bw Sentence 

again? the Pelagians (hould remain firm and be valid, Gc. 

adding that they bad fent him the Acts of the Synod and 

(a) Par.2. Act.the Subfcriptions, that he might kwow what was done (a). 

§. Bin. pag- But there is not one word defiring him to confirm their 

ee eco Aa Decrees: But asto the Emperors, the cafe is clear; For 

‘ the Synod and the three Legates of the Pope’ addrefs 

to them, to Command that what this General Council had 

done againft Neftorius might be in force, being confirmed 

(2) Wbid. Bin. by their confent and approbation (b). And they Petition 

oe ee : Ske the Emperors to make null and void the falfe Synods un- 

von. An. 431, canonical proceedings againft Cyril and Memnon (c). And 

pag.s79. in another Relation to the Emperors, they put both 

(c) Bin. pag. thefe requefts together (2): And Sozomen faith in ex- 

304. Lab. col. prefg terms , that the Emperor by bas fuffrage confir- 

BERS med their Aits(e): Yea thefe Teftimonies are fo ex- 
(a) Bin. pag. {; ph ° 7 ; . 

295. Lab col. Prels, that Bixiws himifelf in his Notes at laft grants, 

766,967.  Lhatthe Emperor dimiffed the Bifhops, adding this Decree, 

(¢) Soxom.Hit. thar the Sentence of this Holy General Council againft Ne- 

lib. 7. cap.9-  ftorius fhould Stand in full force (f). So that nothing 

if) te got, but the prodigious partiality of Baronins and Binius 

pag. 483. Lab. for the Popes fupremacy could put them upon invent- 

col.12gt ing fo groundlefs a Story, as that of the Popes con- 

Richer. cap. 7- firming the Decrees of this Council ; which he did no 

§- 12. P-3°7- otherwife than all other eminent Orthodox Bifhops, 

Ncerinche that is, by confenti heir Ads, and applaudi 
Tse ene , by confenting to their Ads, and applauding 


Pfeudo-sy- them afterwards. 

nod faith, The 

confirmation of the Aas fhould have been obtained from him; And there Byu. his Note 
is, How this confirmation isto be underftood, other imperial Letters shew. Bin. pag. 27 
Lab.col.7o6. §.2. Some 
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§.2. Some other fcattered pafflages there are which 
we will briefly put together here before we conclude 
this difcourfe. The Preface boafts much of the words 
of Firmus Bifhop of Cefarea, and cites them thus, that 
the Synod had followed that which Celeftine had prefcri- 
bed, and being compelled by hus Authority had paffed Sen- 
tence on Nettorius and bis Opinion (g); and a little after, (g) Preefar. Bin, 
Firmus his words are otherwife cited in the fame Pre- Rape Lab, 
face, viz. That Celeftine bad prefcribed a certain Rule for’ * 
this bufine{s, which the Council following, cbferving dili- 
gently the form of the Canons, they had inflitted the Cano+ 
nical and Apoftolical Fudgment } upon him (hb) ; and hence t Richerius 
they infer, that the Pope had commanded the Eaftern!”! Fie 
Bifhops, to Decree over again and execute his Sentence a- Be 


P , : os danicky qudgment is 
gainst Neftorius (4) ; Yea Baronius is{o bold as to affirm. meant of the 


That Celeitine ent bis Legates, not to fubjedt the Caufe of Synods Sentence, 


Nettorius to # nex Examination, but only tofee his Sentence. tm. 1. §. 9. 
Executed; and that neither did he allow the Council any Papen 
more than only to Execute his Decree ; nor did. this general a i att 
Council Arrogate any thing to it felf, but to Af according col 3. 
to his Sentence (k). According to which account, this () Bim.ue fupr. 
Council of Ephefus was a mear mock Affembly, and pag: 2. Lab. 
all thefe Bifhops no more than Officers under the Pope, °° 4: 

to put his Decrees in Execution. But that this is moft 
notorioufly falfe appears; firft, from their falfe citing 
of the words of Firmus, who truly quoted faith thus. 
The Apoftolical feat of Celeftine formerly gave his fuffrage, 
and fet a Pattern im this bufine® (1). Anda little after, (1) Thedpeeep 
which we alfo following—— have put in force that Form, eid ise 
decreeing both a Canonical and Apoffolical judgment againft eye, x rev 


4.31. pag. §§9. 


him’: The fenfe of which is this; That whereas the 7¢ vedyudlty . 


Pope in his Roman Synod _ had condemned Nefforins &. 


eg is 3 ite ie haa: +; Par. 2. Act. 2, 
unlefs he-repented in ten days, this general Council i vas ee 


approving of that Sentence, had upon Nestorius hiszyp. cok 612. _ 


refufal to appear atter divers admonitions, condemned 
him alfo: So that he was now not only cenfured by 
one Apoftolical See, but canonically alfo by all the 
Bithops. of a general Council: And that this is the 
Senfe, 
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Senfe, is evident from the words of the Synod it felf 
in the Preface to the Sentence by them pronounced, 
being convinced by divers prooff that Neftorius holds im: 
pious Opinions , we are forced by the Canons and the Epiftle 
of Celeftine our Fehow-Adinisier , even with Tears to 
(nm) Par.ecAG.1 come to this [evere Sentence againft him,ec. (m) We fee 

Bin. pag. 204+ they name the Canons firft, and before Cele/tine’s Ept- 

Lah col ftle, as laying an obligation upon them {fo to proceed ; 

and they call the Pope their Fellow-Minilter ; nor was 

it his Authority, but his having proceeded according 

to the Canons, that laid the neceffity upon this great 

Council to follow his Example, and imitate the Pat- 

tern he had fet them. For nothing is plainer, than that 

the Council did always intend to examin this Caufe 
éver again ; and for that reafon they cited Neftorius, 
and read firft the Letters of Cyril and then of Celeftine 5 

and after a full hearing both of the Fathers Opinions, 

and of the Blafphemies collected out of Neftoriws his 

Writings, finding him finally obftinate, they pronounce 

Sentence on him, not in the Popes name, bat thus, 

Our Lord Fefas Chrift, whorn be. bath Blafphemed, by this 

Holy Council Decrees, that Neftorius (hall be deprived of 

his Epifcopal dignity, and {hall be excluded ont of the Com- 

tn) Bin, Lab. ut munion of Bi(hops (#). ‘This certainly was an Original 

{upre Decree, in the name of the General Council , and by 

the Authority they derived from Chrift , by which 

they gave force and validity to the Sentence formerly 

pronounced by the Pope and’ his Roman Council; 

which had fignified. nothing (againft his Equal, a Pa 

triarch of the Eaftern Church, over whom he had no 
jurifdition) if it had not been thus confirmed: So 

that itis a ftrange extravagance to talk, as if a whole 

general Council in that Age were convened to no o- 

ther end, but only to execute the Popes Decree blindly, 

without any enquiry into the merits of the Caute : 

And Cele@inésown Letter (cited by |Baronius to make 

out this FiGion) declares he believes, she Spirit of God 

(0) Baren, An. was prefent with the Councit (0), of which there- had 


| 43'pag. $59. been no need, if all their bufinefS had been only to 
= |) execute 
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execute a Sentence pafled before: There is alfo great 
prevarication ufed by the Cardinal and Binius, about 
the cafe of ‘fobs B. of Antioch, one of the Patriarchs 
fummoned to this Council: This Fobn was Nefforius his 
old Friend, for they had both been bred in the Church 
of Antioch; and-he having (as Baronius, relates) re- 
ceived Letters both from Celeffine and Cyril, (before the 
general Council was called,) importing that Neforias 
was Condemned both at Rome and Alexandira, if he 
did not recant within ten days; writes to Nefforius 
to perfwade him for peace fake to yield, telling him 
what trouble was like to befal him, after thefe Letters 
were publifhed (p): Here Barenins puts into the Text (?) Barem 4x. 


2 ce a oO. pag. $40. 
thefe Letters, thatis, of the Pepe of Rome: As if the 47° P'S: %4 


4 ; E cum pag. §42. 
Pope were the fole Judge in this matter, and his Au- 


thority alone to be feared; whereasthe Epiftle ir felf 

tells Neforius, he bad received many Letters, one from 

Celeftine, and all the reff from Cyril (q). So that this (q) Vid. init. 
Parenthefis contradia@s the Text, and was defigned to coe es 
deceive the Reader. But to go onwith the Hiftory, 7" a” 


Admonition, yet he had no mind to condemn him ; col. 339. 
and therefore. he came lateto Ephefas , after the Coun- 

cil was aflembled, and when he was come would noc 

appear nor joyn with the Bifhops there, but with a 

party of his own held an oppofite Synod , and con- 

demned Gril and Memnon with the reft, as unjuftly 
proceeding againit Nefforius, and by falfe Suggeftions 

to the Emperor, he procured both Cyril and Ademnon : 

to be Imprifoned. _Now among others in the Ortho- s Javenalis 
dox Council, who refented thefe illegal A@s *, Fuve- peaks, becaufe 
nalis Bifhop of Ferufalem faith, That John of Antioch Cyril andMem- 
ought to have appeared and purged bimfelf, confidering the ®™ ae oh 
Holy, Great and General Council, and the Apoftolical [eat pic ddee 2): 


their places 
of oldRome therein reprefented, and that he ought to obey and food a 


andreverence the Apoftolical and Holy Church of Jerufalem 3 the Bar. Richer. 


by which efpecially, according to Apoftolical Order and Tradi- Tom. 1. §. 11. 


tion, the Church of Antioch was to be directed and judg- ric aes 


ed (r); alluding no doubt to that pallage Ads xv.» ay, 


where Lab, col. 641. - 


; ; .? Par.\1. Cap.2¢-. 
though Ne/torivs would not fubmitto ohn upon this pag. J Pris 


feytaeiee 
‘ y 
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where the Errors arifing at Antioch, ‘were reGified and 

condemned inthe Council at Ferufalem. But Baronius 

he falfly cites thefe words of ‘fuvemals, as if he had faid, 

Pe John ought to have appeared at least, becaufe of the Lega- 

vi tes fent from Rome 3 efpecially fiace by Apoftolical Order 

and ancient Tradition, it was become a cuftom , that the 

Ree: il See of Antioch fhould always be directed and judged by 

of Ba (s) Baron. An, that of Rome(s). And Béinus (in his Notes) tranicribes 

; : 421. pag. 578.this Sentence as Baronius had perverted, mangled and 

(+) Notis ad falfified ie (¢). Which Forgery being fo ealily confu- 

Concil. Ephef. ted by looking back into the Aas of the Council, and 

Bin. pag. 482. {o apparently devifed to fupport the Papal Supremacy , 

Lab. col. 1249-is enough to fhew how little thefe Writers are to be 

trufted, when fictions or lying will ferve the ends 

i of their darling Church. After this the Preface tells 

us, that though Fobm {till continued obftinate, the Synod 

(w) Pref. ap. referred the depofing of him to the Popes pleafure(w) 5 as if 

. Bin, pag.3. Lab. they had done nothing in this matter themfelves. But 

| Ey the Councils Letter to Celeffine fays, That though’ they 

might justly proceed againft him, with all the feverity he 

had ufed againft Cyril; yet refolving to overcome his ralhne/s 

with moderation, they referred that to Celettine’s judgment ; 

but in the mean time, they had Excommunicated him and 

his party, and deprived them of all Epifcopal power, fo that 

(mw) Par.2.Act. they could hurt none by their Cenfures (wv). Wherefore the 

5. pag-254- Council both Excommunicated and deprived him by 

Bin. Lab. cole their own Authority, and only left ic to the Pepe, whe- 

BBR ther any greater feverity fhould be ufed againft him 

(x) Par.3. cap.OF no: *Fis true not only .the Pope (x), bue the Em- 

20.Bin.pag. peror (y) afterwards moved, that means fhould be 

414:Lab.col. yfed°to reconcile this Bifhop and his Party to the Ca- 

ea tholick Church, by fufpending this Sentence a while, 
{ y) Ibid. cap. " “Me . 4: 3 

and procuring.a meeting. between Cyril and Foba: But 


= 24. Bin. pag. Ago : f 
tm 41g. Lab. col. ftill it muft not be denied, both that the Council cen- 
1081. {ured him;their own Authority; and that Cyr# with- 


| | out any l¢ave fromthe Pope, did upon Fobz’s condem- 

ning Ne/foriws, receive him into the Communion of the 

fe aunts Catholick Church (z). Yet becaufe Sixtus the Succef- 

|| a Lt ey for of Pope Celeffine, among other Bifhops was certi- 
was 447. Lab. col. ] 

Rs 4 1153. fied 
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fied of this, thence the Notes and Baronins infer, that 
this reconciliation alfo was by! the Authority of the See 
of Rome :. Whereas Cyril's own Letter fhews, ‘that the 
Terms of admitting ‘fob to Communion, were. pre- 
Icribed by the Council and:the Emperor, and that Cyril 
alone effected this great work. > 

We may further, obferve, Binius in his Notes tells us, 
that after the condemnation o if Neftorius, the Fathers fhouted 
forth the praife of Celcftine, who had cenfured him be- 
fore (a). And Baronins faith, the Acclamations followed (2) Bit. Not. 
the condemning of Neftorius, in which they wonderfully Ee 481. Lab, 
praifed Celeftine, as the Synodal Letter to the Emperor’ **7 
teftifies (0). By which a‘Man .would think, that Ce”) paron An, 
leftene had the only Glory of this Action. But if we 431. pag. 570. 
look into the’ firft A@. of the Council, there are no 
Acclamations. exprefled there at.all after. the condem. 
nation of Nefforius ; and. the Synodical Letter to the 
Emperor, cited by. Baronins,: hath. no more., but 
[ emuvéouv]es |) wiz. that they »praifed Celefiney which 
impoits' only: their, cosimending his Sentence 5: whereas 
in that firft Act every one of the Bifhops prefent, makes 
a particular Encomium in the praife of Cyri’s Faich, 
as. being in all.things agreeing to the ‘Nicene :Creed, 
which.fills up at leaft forty. pages together in Labbe?s 
Edition)(c),. As forthe Acclamations, they are in the (c) pin, pag. 
fecond A&, and in them Cyril is equally praifed with 175. Lad. col. 
Celeftine ;- for the Fathers fay, To Celeftine, another 461, ad col. 
Paul; to Cyril, another Paul; to Celeltine; keeper of the *°* 
Faith;.to Celeltine, agreeing with the Synod; to Celc- 
{tine, the whole Synod. gives thanks; one Celeftine, one 
Cyril, one Faith of the Synod, one Faith of the whole 
World (d). Thiswas juit after the reading: of Cele- (a) Par. 2, Ace. 
ftine’s Letter, brought by his Legates to the Council; a ee 33: 
yet we fee: even when the octalion led them only <to. 477 °°! 618. 
{peak of the.Pope, the. Fathers joyn Cyril with him, 
Knowing that Celef¢ine’s Sentence, as well as his In- 


OREN ORy was owing intirely to Cyril’s Learning and 
eal. . 


a 
More- 
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aa Moreover we have another touch of their fincerity 
pee about the Virgin Mary; For Baronias calls the people of 
bie Ephefus The Virgins Clients, Subjects «and Wor{hippers; ad 
We ding, -—~ That as theyhad once cried our, great 4s Diana, 
ae fonow being converted, they. fet out Mary the Adotber of God 
with high and incefjant Praifes, and per[éwered to venkrate 

ber witha more willing Service, and to-addreS to her by a 

(e) Baron, An, M0re folemn Worfhip(e).' BY which one would imagin, 

431. pag. 570, thatin the time »of thisCouncil,- and» ever “ince, the 

57's Blefied Virgin. had ‘been worfhipped'as fhe isnow’ ae 

Rome; but: thereis not one word of this true, excepe 

only that fhe. was there declared ‘to be the Mother of 

Gods: That: Epiftlen:of Cyrils,: from! “whence Baronius 

| proves this, faich nathing of either Praifés'6r Worthip 
‘ * given to the Bleffed Virgin; ‘he faith indeed, that when 
the people heard Neltorius sas depofed; they began with one 

voice to commend the Synod, and to glivife God, becaufe 

the Enemy of the Faith was eat dows. »And «when he 

had related what Honours the People did chen by Gar- 

rying Lamps and burning Inventé before theinhe adds, 

Thus our Saviour manifested bis Glory and bis Power of do- 

(f ) Baron. ib. ing all things, to thofe who blalphemed bim'( f) = So that 

vid, Epift. all this ftory of their praifing and venerating the Blef. 

east i ,. fed Virgin, is his own FiGion; as is ‘alfo’ that’ othet 

~  conje&ture , of: his, that the Synodal Epiftle déclares, 

shat John the Evanggehft, and Mary the Mother of God 
(g) Ravin, ib, once lived together at Ephefus (g): For that Synodal 
pag. 571.  Epiftle {peaks only of two Churches there called by 
(b) Bin.ut fapr. theit Namés (2). So whit he and Binins fay, it: a be. 
&ita Leb. fiewed that this Addition to the Angelical Salutation: wise 
(i) Baron, An. then made, Holy Mary, Mother of God, pray for us (2); 
431. pag-60l.and Baronius adds, that all the Faithfull ufe to fay, and 
Bits DOF PAB. of tens repeat thi, and teach it their Children, even while 
f 4831 tte eth they fuck'd the Breafts. Bat I ask, Why doth any Man 
| chi believe this? Is it barely becauls Butonias Lays fo? 
ae, : Doth not he fay an hundred falfe things to juftifie the 
Corraptions of Rome ? Or can he produce one’ancient 

Author, about this time, or of divers Ages after, where: 

inthis Phrafe, Mother of God pray for us, is ufed? It is 

certain 
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certain -he cannot *; and therefore this blafphenrous * Cyrilli verba 
addition. is much later: tham the Council of Epbe/fus ; 0" Tévorlo X 
and the Caftom of faying: ic and.teaching it to their on us 
Children, is a Scandalous Innovation, brought im by ag 
the Roman Church in the Superftitious Ages, and july ats tutes 
rejected by us who keep clofe to Antiquity, in owning 7177 2e1ndpQs- 
the. Blefled Virgin to be the Mother of God, but do ’” Mecuar-- 
not Worfhip her or Pray. to her. And:thus much for a ae 
the Courcil ef Epbe/us, whofe A@s being extant at aire i Ex, 
large, do abundantly confuce the Popes Supremacy, &c. Homil. Gy- 
and fet forth many other Ufages and Practices of Rome, 7. in fine Bin. 


an hee inks pag. 222. Lab. 
to be Innovations and; Corruptions. bagi bolus 
} cultum attribu- 
‘it: Sancta Trinitati, Gloriam“Chrifto, at folum Laudes. Beate Virginie 


§. 3. After Cefefine’s death, Pope Sixtus or Xyffus the 42. Dom, 432. 
Third fucceeded, who: fate about eight years, but did 
few. Memorable things: In his younger days he was 
not only a Favourer, but a Patvon of the Pelagians (2), (hjAug.ad Sixt, 
though afterwards he writ againft chem, and ftre- Presb. ep. 104, 
nudufly oppofed them (/). Wherefore Barovins doth met } 
not fifficiently prove thofe three Tracts. (Of Riches, Je a a ei 
Of Eval Teachers, and of Chaftity) which go underthe ana, 
name.of this Popes were not his, by faying there are 
divers: Pelagian Doétrines in then ; fince if they were 
writin hisyouth, Xyees wasthen a Pelagian himfelf, 
This Pope writ (asisfaid) three Epiftles, two of which 
are pnt into.the Council of -Epbefus,’ beeaufe they thew © 
Ay/ras his Confent to what the Council had done, and 
to Cyri/’s actings afterwards as to “fobs, Bithop of An- 
tioch.: In: the \ater of thefe Epifties, there is a memo- 
rable Saying, cited by Vincentius Livinenfis, Let there be 
no liberty for: Nowelty hereafter, fince it 1 not convenient to 
add any thing unto that whichis Old (m). \ Had his Sucef- (ui) Bin. pag. 
fors minded  chis good: Rule, the Roman: Church had 485.226. col, 
not added fo many New Dodérines:and Praétices to 1262. Baron. 
thofe Old Ones, which were recéived'and> wfed before 77:43 2-P-513. 
Xystus. his time. “The Pontifical relatesiaSory of one 
Baffus, who accufed this Pope: of ‘Adultery, and chat 

K 2 a Synod 
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a Synod of 56 Bifhops, convened by the Emperot’s 
Order, cleared: him, and * condemned his» Accufer. 
Now for the: greater. credit of this Pope, fome' have 
forged a third Epiftle; wherein -he is made to fignifie 
to them his purging himfelfupon Oath : But Labbe con- 
demns the whole Epiftle as {purious, and Binius reje&s 
it, becaufe itis ftolen in part out of Pope Fabian his 
(n) Bin. pag. third Epiftle, and “becaufe:the Date is wrong (#); for 
486,487. Lab. thefe Arguments will ferve to condemn an Epiftle, that 
col.1263-1265 fappofes a Pope accufed and tried by his Peers, where- 
as, had it been for the Supremacy, Bivius would have 
juftified it, though it had thefe and greater faults. - Be- 
fides this Epiftle, fome illiterate Monk hath forged the 
Ads. of this Council; wherein the Pope was:tried ; and 
though there be neither Latin nor Senfe in it ( being 
as dull as that of Simuef/a ) but the Inventor defigning | 
to do Honour to the Pope, is very gently: cenfured 
(0) Bin.pag. both by Baronius and Binius (0). And ‘to this they. have 
489. Lab col. tacked another fueh a Council of the Trial of Polychro- 
1265. Baron, nius, Bifhop of ‘ferufalem, before Pope Sixtus, for at- 
4m. 433. pag. tempting to challenge the Precedency before Rome, 8c. 
tas And Binius confefleth not only, that Pope Nicholas al- 
ledged this Council for good Authority, but: that’ the 
Modern Writers of their Church do fovalfo : Whereas 
he owns there was no fuch man Bifhop of ‘Ferufalem,and 
that the whole Story and Adtsare a Fiétion of nocre- 
(p)Not. Bin. dit in the World(p); by which we may learn to be 
pag. 494+ Lab. cautious how we truft. the Roman Writers Ancient 
cole t283- gr Modern ) when they cite Records to fupport the 
Grandeur of the Church. 

About this time Theodoret. mentions a great Council 
at Conftantinople, under Theodofius, about fetling the 
Precedence ofthe Eaftern Patriarchats,on occafion of a 
Conteft bétween the Churches of: Alexandria, Conjftan- 
tinople and\ Antioch. + Baronius (and. out of him, Bivins ) 
in relating!this, have addéd to Theodoret’s words, that 
Alexandria claimed the Priority before all the Eaftern 
Bifhops, becaufe:he owas the firft Bifhop of the Catholick 
Church after théPopé:, But the; Quotation he produces 


An. Dom. 439- 


out 
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out of Theodort,E.86, doth not fo much as mention Rome 

nor the Pope:Sothat they have invented that part of the 

Story to keep up their Churehes Credit. However this 

Council evidently fhews (4), that the Roman Church (4) Baron. 4m. 
had nothing to ‘do with the Eaf#; they called great 439. pag. 678. 
Councils without him, and fetled the Precedencies 8. pag: 495. 
of their own Patriarchats without taking notice of the 1°” ©l 1284 
Pope. As for Sixtus, he.made no figure in the World ; 

and all wehear of him further is, that being warned 

by Leo his Deacon (and Succeflor afterwards) he dif 

covered and prevented the Attempts of Fulianus of 

Hecla, a Pelagian Heretick, who endeavoured to gee 

into the Churches Communion, as Profper informs us, 

An. 440. in Chron. . In this year was held the Synod of 

Riez,in the Province of Narbon, dated by the Emperors 

and Confuls, without any mention of the Pope (r).(r) Bm. pag. 
Por it washeld under Hilary, Bifhopof Arles, who firlt 495- 440.col. 
fub{cribes, and is meant in the Canons by the name'*** 

of the Metropolitan, as Marca confefles (s). And) De Marea 
though Binius have no Notes to this purpofe, I muft de fac. & im. 
obferve, that this Hilary of Arles, as Primate of thofe Pet lib: 5. cape 
parts of France, calls a Provincial Council, depofes a?" F893 
Bifhop of Ambruz, uncanonically chofen, and ‘makes 

divers. Decrees with his fellow Bifhops, who doubtlefs 

were not then fo much enflaved to the Pope, as in after 

times. : Ger 


§.. 4. Leo the Firlt fucceeded Xysfus, being an active, 4x. Dom. 440. 
bold and afpiring. Man, fo that he concerned himfelf 
in all the affairs of Chriftendom, and every where 
laboured to advance the Roman Supremacy*,for which * Permaximum 
he had a favourable conjuncture by the misfortunes fuiffeAuthorita- 
which then hapned to all other great Churches. The is Papalis am- 
: | f ime 2 we plificatienem. 
Africans were under a cruel perlecution; the Eaftern 7)... de Leon 
Church diftra&ed with Herefie, and a woful Schifna; pia. concil, 
the Orthodox Bifhops in the Eaf betrayed, and op- univ. Tom. r. 
prefied by three of the four Patriarchs, and the fourth pag: 339- 
of the Eaftern Patriarchs condemned .and murdered ;. 


the Emperor of the We very young, and he in the. 


Eaft 
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Eaft a weak mah: and both governed by devout and 
zealous Women : All which circumftances contributed 
to make Leo (who was always Orthodox and power- 
ful) very great. The Pontifical relates but few of his 
We | \ (t) Bin. pag. Ations, and thofe with many miftakes(¢) ; but becaufe 
4) ee 497. Lab.col. all the following Councils give us fo much of his Life, 
ee Aes I fhall only make fome remarks upon the Pontifical, 
ie and take the reft in the order of time. Firft, "Tis faid 
hie there he found out two Herefies, the Eutychian and the 
Nefforian: But the Neftorian Herefie was found out 
and condemned long before his time; and as for Ex- 
tyches, he was found out and cenfured by Flavianus, 
Bithop of Constantinople, before Leo took him for a 
Heretick ; yea, he writ a kind Letter to this Here- 
i (a) Leon, ep. 6.tick (u), and two angry Letters in his behalf to the 
pag. 95+ Emperor and’ Flavianas (2), becaufe he was excom-. 
or) tem e?-T municated.. And till he was informed by the Bifhop 
, of Cenfantinople what. dangerous Doétrines he held, 
Leo inclined tov be Eutyches friend, for which (indeed) 

afterwards he made ample amends, in affifting toward 

Eutyches condemnation. Secondly, The Pontifical vari- 

oufly and falfly reports the number of Bifhops in the 

Council of Chalcedon, and is miftaken’in faying, Pal- 

cheria was prefent with Martianus there, and that they 

confeffed their Faith before the Council, defiring them 

to fend to Pope Leo to expound the Faith: And that 

Leo after this did write a Tra&, condemning ail He- 

refies; all which are grofs miftakes: Bur it is true, that 

he wrie many Epiftles, and frequently thewed his, ap- 

probation of the Council of Chalcedon, and that he 

did prevail:with Artila, King of the Hanns, to deal 

gently with Rome, when it was in his power to have 

deftroyed it. \’Tis very probable alfo, that he added 

fome paffages to the Roman Office, and that he order- 

ed‘ fome'to watch the Charch’of Sc. Peter and Paul, to 

which, in this Age, many began to make Vifits and 

Oblations, But Bivius iis Notes add divers incredible 

Stories, as that about the Hearfe-Cloth, which bled 


when Leo clipd it with Sciffors, which Gregory. menti- 
ons 
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ons near2oo year after only as a report, which he l 

could not cite any Author for: And another Story or 

two out of Sophronins his Pratum Spirituale, a Book ftuf- 

fed with Fables, as Baronius himfelf confefleth (x), for (x) Baron. 4m. 

having cited a falfe Story out of this Author, he hath 407-n35. pag: 

thefe words, jince be put fo many lies together im this 26": 

one Narration, what credit can be given to the rest ? Yer 

Baronins himfelf cites his Author for Miracles and Vi- 

fions, very oft, and inone place-relates two Miracles 

out of Sepbronins, for the glory of that Epiftle. which 

Pope Leo writ to Flavianus againlt Eutyches and Nejori- } 

ws. fn Epiftle indeed very Orthodox, and at that i 

time very feafonable, but far from meriting thofe pro- i 

digious Encomiums Baronius or the Legends give it, | i 

who magnifie it as if ic équalled the Creed, and proved a 

the Pope alone was to define all controverfies of Faith, Ts 

toteach General Councils what they were to believe, a 

and to give Laws to all Bifhops in the World Cy). Buc (y )Baron. An. we 

whatever excellency there isin this Epiftle (which is in 449. pag. 80, , | 

number ‘the Xr4, and printed in the Council of Chal- & 8! 

ape ; (z)Lab.Tom.4, 

cedom (%), it is not tobe afcribed to Pope Leo, but to We aa 

the learned Proper, who was his Amanuenfis, and wrote 

not only this, but many other Letters for him; fothat 

the Senfe and Phrafé is Pro/per’s, only they are writ in 

4ieos tame, as Gennadius teftifies, who lived but fifty | 

year atter Leo became Pope (a); and the fame is affirm. (4) Gennad. ca- 

ed by Trithemius (6): And we may. obferve, that an cop ae bao 

mover ot fe 5 ‘ | : ~ Tom. ¥. page 

Epiftle of this very Profper?s againft the Pelagians, (as TES. | 

we'noted before ) went under - Pope Celeftine’s name, (6) Trithem. de 

but far exceeded the Style of Cele/tine’s own Letters: {eript. in Projp. 

T‘only add, that Labbe here prints all thefe Epiftles #1. 37. 8¢Mar- 

which bear Leos name (c), fome of which I thall have rae teen 

occafion to confider.afterwards, | ote oe 
The ‘firft‘Courtcil of Orange, Binius intitles under Leo 5 An, Dom. 44%. fe 

but Labbe, athamed of that grofs pretence, leaves thefe rh 

words out (d). for it was called by, and held under(d) Bin.pag. ut) ae 

Hilary, Bithop of Arles, who exerciled the Jurifdi@ion 498. £24. col.» | 

of 2 Metropolitan and Primate in chofe parts ; and all '44 

the Bifhops of thofe parts owned his Primacy, and 

Mec... 
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met.at his Summons (e), of which Binius takes no no- 
tice. There were made in this Synod many good 


Canons for Difcipline, which were obferved in the Gal- 
lican Church, without any confirmation from the Pope. 
“Atthe end of this Council is publifhed a Form of Ex- 


An. Dom. 44.2. 
(f) Bex. pag. 
501. Lag. col. 


mie 


Fae 
#154 


Dom. 444. 


{z) Bin. Pe goO2. 


Lab 


(h) Baron. An, 


443: pag: #4. 
Tom. 6 ° 


communication, and a very excellent Office for re- 
conciling Penitents, fuppofed to be made ‘in this Coun- 
cil, which proves Forms had then been long in 
ufe. 

The fecond Council at Vafats, or Bazai in France (f), 
feems to me to be wrong dated; for I obferve the 
fourth Canon cites a paflage out of St. Hierom, with 
this Title, One of the Fathers afferts,&c. Now St. Hie- 
rom died but 20 year before the date of this Council, 
and could hardly fo foon have been cited by the Title 
of One of the Fathers ; befides, the fixth Canon cites 
one of the fpurious Epiftles of Clement, forged after 
this Age. Buc the fifth Canon orders, him awhow ag- 
grieved with the. Sentence of bis Bifhop, to appeal. to a Sy- 
nod; which fhews, that. referving Caules to, Rome was 
not allowed or ufed then. 

The Editors have a Roman Council of Pope Leo’s, 
which was no more than a Solemn meeting of the 
Clergy and’ Laity, to examine the Manichean Here- 
ticks (g). But there were two remarkable things in 
Leo’s proceeding againft them, of which the Notes fay 
nothing ; but Baronins informs us (4), Ff, That he 
difcovered the Manicheans by their refufing to. drink 
of the Cup in the Bleffed Sacrament, which this Pope 
counts a great impiety in this fort of People, not fore- 


feeing that his Succeffors would take the Cup away 


from all the People of that Church. And this paflage 
makes it clear, that allthe People at Rome, who were 


Orthodox, did receive the Cup then, or elfe the He- 


reticks not receiving it could not have difcovered them. 
Secondly, Baronius tiotes, that becaufe thefe Manicheans 
idolatroufly adored the rifing Sun ; Leo forbid the Or- 


‘ thodox People to ufé that innocent and ancient Cuftom 
-of bowing toward the Eaf, for the peril of Idolatry : 


Now 
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Now had there been any Images adored in his‘time ; 
for the fame reafonhe muft rather have forbidden bow- 
ing down before them. 
The fecond Council at Rome under Leo, wasin the 47 Dimas. 
Caufe of Hilary Bifhop of Aries, who had jultly de- 
pofed a {candalous Bifhop in a Provincial Synod (). (é) Lab. cob 
But he (as fuch ill Men had often done) flies to Rome 1451. 
to complain; and Leo not confidering the equity of 
the cenfure, but Hélary’s having acted as a Primate in 
thofe parts of Frauce, contrary to the Decrees of for- 
mer Popes, efpoufes this evil Bifhops Quarrel, being 
more concerned for his defigned ufurpation of a fu- 
premacy, than the honour of the Church. Upon this 
Hilary, who was one of the moft pious and learned 
Men of that Age, goes on foot to Rome, and requires 
the Pope to a& more folito, in the accuftomed manner, 
and not to admit {uch to Communion, who had been juftly 
condemned in their awn Country (k) ; and when he faw (&) Lab. col. 
the Pope was refolved to break the Canons, and fet up 146? 
his Supremacy by right or wrong, he fuddenly departs 
_ from Rome without taking any leave of Leo, for which 
the Angry Pope writesto the Bifhops of France, declar- 
ing Hilary’s A&ts null, and depriving him of his Power, 
to Congregate Synods and Depofe Bifhops, &c. (/) (1) Leon. ep. 
And though he brags much of his univerfal Authori- 89.ap. Lad. col. 
ty, &c. in that Epiftle, yer knowing how little this 139° 
would fignifie to Hilary and the reftof the French 
Bifhops, he gets an Edi& from the Emperor Valenti- 
nian to back his Orders, which becaufe there are fome 
great words for the Popes Supremacy in it, Baronius 
magnifies as worthy of perpetual Memory-(m). And fince (™) Lad col. 
their Champions alledge this Edict as a proof of the 1397 Barer. | 
Roman univerfal Supremacy, I will obferye upon it, 7" *4?"P' i 
Firft , That ic was eafie for the Pope to cite falfe © i 
Canons to a young and eafy Emperor, and perfuade n 
him, that the Councilshad given him this Supremacy, a 
as his Predeceffors had lately done in Africa. Second- it) ae 
ly, That the Pope probably drew up this Edict him- ae 
felf, and fo putin thefeFlourifhes about his own Au- id 
L thority : 
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thority : Which will be more plain if we confider, that 
the Emperor Leo. in one of his Edi@s faith, Con- 
ftantinople ss the Mother of the Orthodox Religion of all 
(n) Baron. An, Chriftians,with much more to this purpofe (m); but Ba- 
472.pag 294. ronius relating this. faith, bes indeed Leo {peaks thus, but 
Vid. item 4%. gyithout doubt it was conceived in the words, and writ in 
45% PBB 233+she Style of Acacius who {welled with Pride: But Leo 
| Bithop of Rome was as proud as Acacivs, and had more 
cial influence over Valentinian, than Acacias ever had over 
et the Emperor Leo; wherefore in Baronixs own words, 
' without doubt Valentinian’s Edi was drawn up in Pope 
Leo's Style, and fo be w only a Witnefs in his own Cause. 
Thirdly, The Sentence of both the Emperor and 
the Pope was unjuft; and although Leo wheedled the 
n Bifhops of France to reje& Hilary, that Bithop ftill 
| acted as Primate,and called Synods afterwards; fo that 
this big-{peaking Edi&t was neither believed nor obey- 
(0) Pde Marcaed as de Marca fhews (0). For indeed Hilary was Pri- 
de concord. lib. mate by Original right, and the French Bifhops ftuck 
CA eto Rees to him not only for-his great Sané@tity, but becaufe they 
34 Pag ON feared the then growing Encroachments and Ufur- 
pations of Rome: And finally Pope Hilary, Leo’s Suc- 
cellor determined this Controverfie, contrary to Leo’s 
(p) Vid. Hilar, Decree (p) ; by which we fee how odly Caufés go at 
ep-11.Bi7.Tom. Rome , fince fome Popes were for the Primacy of Arles 
>. par. I+ P28: and fome againft it: But when there was a ftout Bifhop 
ea there, he kept his Poft without regard to the Roman 
Sentence: And now I hope the Reader will {mile at 
Baronius his inference from this Edi& of Valentinian’s, 
Thou feet clearly from hence (faith he) the Pope of Romes 
(q) Baron. An, Authority ever all Churches (q), for he mut be quick- 
445-pag. 32. fighted indeed, who can fee any more in this inftance 
than an unjuft and ineffe@ive Claim. 


An, Domi.447.  §. §. Soon after Pope Leo had an opportunity to en- 
| ho croach uponthe Churches of Spain ; for one Turibius a 

Ae Bifhop there, whois called Leo’s Notary, (and probably 
had been bread a Notary at Rome,) certifies'the Pope 
that there were many Prifcillian Hereticks there, who 


confirmed 
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confirmed their Errors by certain Apocryphal Wri- He 
tings full of Blafphemies ; Leo writes back to Turibius (r), (r) Leo. ep. 93. Hh 
advifing him to get a Council of all the Bifhops in 2P- 44% col. he 
Spain, and there to Condemn the Hereticks and their '*'° 
Apocryphal Books :This advice Baronius calls hisenjoyn- 1} 
ing a general Council (more Majorum) tha being the yn 
right of the Pope of Rome. And though he confeffes Ae 
the Bifhops did not meet where the Pope advifed, nor ke 
could they meet in one place, becaufe they were under ee 
divers Kings, and thofe Arians , yet he defires us to hi oe 
obferve from hence , how weighty the Popes Authority ie Gee 
was, even with Barbarous and Arian Kings (s), But (s) Baron. An. 4) ee 
alas any one may fee, he cannot make out that ever 447-P4g-49,47. i i “d 
thefe Kings gave leave for any Council, and ir is i 
more probable thefe Bifhops met privately on this oc- 
cafion; yet they have made out of this, 4 General 
Council of Spain (¢): And here they would have that ) Bix.pag.s03 
rule of Faith firft. received from Leo and approved, 4% ©ol. 1465. 
which is printed before, in the firft Council of To/e- 
do (w): And Baroniws faith the word [ Filioque | proceeding (u) Bin. Par. 1. 
from the Father and the Son, was firft added in this P28- 599. ut 
Council to the Creed, by the Authority of Pope Leo, ‘?™ 
and brags much of the Popes fupremacy, even in mat- 
ters of Faith-on this occafion (w). But firft thefe (w) paren, an. 
words were put in by thefe Councils, to check and 447. pag. 47, 
difcover Prifcillian Hereticks, not by any exprefs or- & 43: 
der of the Pope 5 and indeed Zeo had been an ill Man, 
if hehad impofed an Article of Faith upon the Churches 
of Spain, which (as Baronius confeffes,) was not received 
exprefly at Rome till many.Ages after. Secondly, Thefe 
Spanifh Bifhops did not add thefe words tothe ancient 
Creed, bu® put them in by way of Explication, into an 
Occafional Confeflion of their own Compofing.Thirdly, 
Baronius himfelf notes, that the Spaniards and French 
afterwards added it to their ufual Creeds, and at laft 
Rome took this Addition fromthem: And inthe fame 
place he commends the Northern Nations for adding 
thefe words, and thofe of Rome for rejecting them a 
long time; fothat contradiftory AGions may ‘be (ic 
Tot feems) 
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{eems) equally commended, by thofe who can blow 
Hot and Cold with the fame Breath. 

About this.time was_held a great Council at Verulam 
in Britain, by St. Garmanus a French Bifhop, called 
over by the Orthodox Britains to affift them, in con- 
futing and condemning the Pelagian Herefy, as A/atd. 

(a) Lab.col. Of Weftminftér computes (x).  Baronius indeed pre- 
1464. Spelm tents this hapned divers years before, only becaufe 
a Tom-I+ Profper (or fome who have fince corrupted his Chroni- 
nce cle ) affirms , that Pope Celeftime fent St. Germanus 
(y) Baron..4n. hither (7). But moft Hiftorians agree, the French 
429. Bifhops from a Council of their own, fent over this 
_  affiftance to the Britifh Church the firft time, without 
SH ied any order from Celestine; and this Council of Verulam (z) 
PO a was held long after Cele/tine’s death, at St.Germans fecond 
174. coming hither: So that in this Ifland,theRoman Church 
was not confidered in thofe days; and one Sifter Church 
defired help of another to reprefs Herefies, without 

any recourfe to Rome. 


‘An. Dom448,  §. 6. In a Synod held at Conftantinople under Flavi- 
anus, Eutyches a Monk was formally accufed of Herefy,, 
for affirming that Chrift had but one Nature after - 
his Incarnation, and that it was as much Neftorianifm 
to hold two Natures as two Perfons ;; Upon which he 
was three feveral times cited before the Council, and 
had f{ufficient time given, but refufing to come till the 
time was expired, and. (though he did come at laft) 
obftinately defending his. Herefy, he was unanimonfly 
condemned, and. by Flavianus and the whole Synod 
Excommunicated and Degraded, which wasa judicial 
proceeding agreeable to the ancient Canons. Binins 

(z) Bin, pag. and Baronius in-relating this.(2), make fome remarks 

04+ Lab.col. which muft be confidered: For firft, when Eutyches 

1467. Barom faith, He would {ubjcribe the Nicene and. Epbefine Councils, 

As 448) PAB: fo far. as they were. agreeable to Scripture; They note 

i this was (more Hereticorum) according to the manner of He- 
reticks: But I would ask Firft, Whether it be not true, 
that the Decrees of Councils. in matters of Faith, are 

no 
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no further obligatory than they are proved by Scrip- 

ture? Secondly, Whether the moft Orthodox Fathers 

Athanafius, Cyril, &c. did not. always appeal to Scrip- 

ture in the firft place? And the greateft Councils ever 

confirm their determinations firft by Scripture? Third- 

ly, Whether any of the Adverfaries of Eutyches in that 

Age did cenfure him, for appealing firft to Scripture ? 
Baronius himfelf cites Flavianus his Letter, wherein he 

firft alledges Scripture, and then the Expofitionsof the 

Fathers(4). And Pope Leo faith Eutyches erred, by not(t) Baron. An, 

having recourfe to the Prophets, Apoftles and Evangelifts, +49- Pag. 79. 

but to bimfelf (c); fo that it wasno fault in Eatyches to(c) Ep. x. Leon. 

prefer Scripture before the Fathers expofitions; nor to M.ad Fau.inter 

appeal to it; but to expound it wrongfully was his ‘P: 4”. pas- 

Crime, and that is (more Hereticorum.) Secondly,When*** 

Eutyches petitioned Theodofins in this cafe, for a fafe con- 

du& to the Synod, Bixiws adds to his Authors words, 

that this was allo after the mannor of Hereticks : Where- 

as it appears, that divers of the Orthodox have applied 

themfelves to the Emperors to affift and fupport them, 

and none oftner than Pope Leo himfelf; fo that a thing | 

doneas frequently by the Orthodox as Hereticks, can | 

be no fign or mark of Herefy. Thirdly, Binins pre- | 

tends, that Eutyches appealed from thas Synod to Pope 

Leo: Now this is confuted by the very Ads of the 

Synod, related in the Council of Chalcedon, and re- 

cited by Baronias, where it is faid, Eutyches appealed to he 

the Council of the Roman Bifhop, and of the Bilbops of A- / 

lexandria, Hierufalem and Theflalonica (4d); yet they (4) Baron, 4p. et 

make as if this had been an Appeal only. to the Pope. 449. pag. 75. ! 

Fourthly, Biniws notes, the Appeal was not admitted: I. 

reply, Pope Leo did fo far receive Eutyches Letter, | 

that he writ three Epiitles on his behalf, before he was | 

informed of the true State of the Cafe, and quarrelled 

with Flavianws for condemning a convicted Heretick, 

before he had confulted him(e). But in truth there (¢) Leon. Ep.c, 
was no Appeal atall: Flavianus did write indeed to 7:&8- 

Leo, (and probably to all other Patriarchs) after the 
Canonical Judgment was over, to-acquaint them wise 
1S- 
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his proceedings ; that fo they might not break the 
Canons, by admitting an Heretick in one Church, 
who was Excommunicated in another: But the Style of 
Flavianus his Letter fhews, that he need not ask Leo's 
leave to cenfure an Heretical Prieft of his own Dio- 
cefs, nor doth he defire the Pope to confirm his Sen- 
(f) Epitt. Fla- tence, but only to make it known (f): So that Baro- 
iacelar cli nins falfly infers the Popes power to judge of Herefy 
interB. pilte Leon, ie > : 
pag.29 8. and confirm all Sentences again{ft them, from this 
Letter of Flavianus: And he as falfly makes the like 
inference from Eutyches writing to Leo, as if be knew 
of what weight the Popes judgment was, for which Coun- 
cils in doubtful Cafes ufeto ftay, and to which all the Catho- 
(2) Baron, an, lick Church would certainly incline (g). For Eutyches 
448. pag. 63. writ to other Bifhops of Italy as well as the Pope, (as 
Baronins inthat Page confefleth) and confidered Leo no 
otherwife than as one Eminent Bifhop: And thisSynod 
of Conftantinople ftayed not for the Popes Judgment, 
nor did thofe Bifhops who defpifed the Decree of this 
Synod, value Pope Leo’s Judgment after he had decla- 
red for Flavianus : So little truth isthere in the Anna- 
lifts pompous obfervations, which only fhew, that all his 
aim is from every paflage, to extort fome kind of co- 
lour for hisdear Supremacy. 

In the fame year were two Synods, one at Tyre, the 
other at Berithus, in the caufe of one Ibas a Syrian Bi- 
fhop, wherein the Patriarch of Antioch and Conft antinople 
were concerned; but the Pope is not once mentioned 
¢b) Bin. pag. in the whole proceedings (4) ; But of the Caufe ic felf, 
sos. Lab.col. we fhall hear more afterward. 
ee ee gg, _ Theodofins the Emperor being deceived by Eutyches 
pag. 64. and Chryfapius, one of his great Courtiers, an Eunuch, 
‘An, Dom. 449. efpoufes the Quarrel of that Heretick, and !abours to 

have the Sentence which Flavianus pafled againft him 
in the late Synod, revoked; and Pope Leo was drawn 
‘nto the fame fnare by the Letters of Eutyches and 
Theodofius, till Flavianus had better informed him: 
For Leo writ both to the Emperor and Flavianus on 


Extyches behalf at firft: And whereas Baroninus ought 
to 
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to blufh for the Popes miftake, he recites thefe two 

Letters, and talks big of his being owned for the lawful 

and chief Fudge in Ecclefiaftil Controverfies ; yea the fir 

preme Judgeof the Univerfal Church, &c. (i) But though () Baron. Ax. 
(as an ingenuous Romanift obferves,) Leo in all his B- 449: P88: 7 
piftles boafts of the power of hes Apoftolical Seat, as much Hi 

as hecan, and more than by the Canons be ought to do{k) eee at 
yet neither of thefe Epiftles fay any fuch thing, as Ba- Gian ca 8 6. 
ronius infers from them. And that Letter of Flavianus, .. pag. 335« 
which delivered this infallible Judge from his miftake, 

declares that Eutyches bad received a juft and Canonical 
Condensation, to which the Pope ought to confent, and to 

joys in it: By which we fee a Sentence againft an He- 

retick was juft, before the Pope knew of it, andthat he 

and all Orthodox Bifhops, ought by their fabfequent 

confents to ratifie what any one Bifhophad Canoni- 

cally done : And fince Extyches was already rightly cen- 

fured, Flavianus requires Leo (and no doubt other E- 

minent Bifhops)to publifh their confent to it,thereby to 

prevent the defign of Eutyches, which was to get a ge- 

neral Council called, to judge his Caufe over again: 

Now this ferves Baronius to brag, tbat Flavianus knew 

there was no need of a general Council, for that which the 

Popes Letters had defined *A ftrange afteétion ! For when * Vid. Richer. 
PopeLeo, not first (as Baronius faith falfly) but Jaf of all ibid. pag. 336. 
the Orthodox Bifhops did ftand up for Flavianus, and 

write to confirm his Cenfure upon Eutyches, that very 

Caufe was tried over again in the Pfeudo-general Coun: 

cil of Ephefus, and the true Oecumenical Council of 
Chalcedon: Yea, Theodofius while the matter lay before 

the Pope, not ftaying for his Sentence,calleth.a {écond 

Council at Con/tantinople, wherein a pa&ed party of 

Hereticks Friends revoked the Judgment paffed on him 

by Flavianus (1). And yet fearing this was not fufficient, ie 
Eutiches moved by Diofcorus, Patriarch of Alexandria, to habs nh 
have a general Council called at Ephefus, which might ;, aH abe va 
have fufficient Authority, not only to reftore Eutyebes, An. 449. pag: he 


but to Condemn Flavianus, though Leo fhould take. his 74 iy = 
part. 


§. 7. This 
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§. 7. This was the true occafion of calling this Se- 
cond Council of Epbefus, which as to the manner of 
calling, the Perfons prefent, ec. was a General Coun- 
cil. But fromthe violent and unjult proceedings there- 
of, is commonly ftiled The Pfeudo-Synod, or the Thie- 
vifh Council of Ephefus. The Ads of this Council are 
recited at large inthe Council of Chalcedon; wherefore 
the Editors refer us thither, only entertaining us here 
with Binius his Notes, on which we will make fomere- 
marks (m). Firft, The Notes fay, the Emperor called thes 
General Council, ufurping the Popes Authority againft right 
and the cuftom of the Church, Now here he firft owns 
that the Emperor called ic: Asto the pretended ufur- 
pation and breach of Cuftom, it is certain the Pope 
never yet had called one General Council, as we have 
particularly fhewn in three General Councils before, 
and they own it here; fo that undoubtedly the Em- 
peror only followed the Cuftom of the Church, and 
ufed that Right which his Anceftors had. Befides, let 
Binius or Baronius produce one fyllable in all Leo’s Epi- 
files, where that Pope ( fo jealous of his Rights ) 
did once complain of any injury done him by the Em- 
peror in calling this Synod: His Legate owns in this 
very Council, that the Pope had received fucha Let- 
ter of Summons as the reft of the Patriarchs did re- 
ceive (2); and he obeyed this Summons, and f€nt his 
Legates thither, excufing his own abfence, without any 
refle&ion upon the Emperors having no Right to Sum- 
mon him: Yea, had -he known it was his Right to call 
a General Council, why did he write fo many Letters 
to Theodofius and to Pulcherius, humbly befeeching the Em- 
peror to call a General Council m Ktaly (0)? Nothing can 
be clearer, than that this pretence of Ufurpation isa 
moft notorious Falfhood. Secondly, The Notes blame the 
Emperor for making Diofcorus Prefident of this Coun- 
cil; and Baronius calls this arrogating and ufurping a 
Right never attempted before, and he thinks God juftly 
deprived Theodofius of bis Life the year after, for bis 
wronging 
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wronging the Pope herein (p). But we have fhewed, Ofius (p) Baron. an. 
was the Emperors Legate, and by him made Prefident ++ P#8: 7° 


of the Council at Nice, and Cyril was by the Emperor 
made Prefident in that of Ephefus : As for this Coun- 
cil, the Pope was not like to be there in Perfon. Fia- 
vianus, who fhould have had the fecond place, was a 
Party, whofe Sentence was to be enquired into; 
Deomnus, of Antioch, was not altogether unfufpected ; 
but Eutyches friends had commended Diofcorus, of Alex- 
andria, and Fuvenalis, of Hierufalem, to the Emperor 
as impartial and fit to Judge 3 and their Charaéters 
made them (as the Cafe was fuppofed to ftand ) to 


have right to that (g). °Tis true the Popes Legates (g) Vid. Richer. 
did murmur at this, as Liberatus faith (r), and the Le- Tom.1.c8. §.5- 
gates at» Chalcedon called this a ufurpation-in Diofcorus ; p. 246, &c. 
but neither this Council nor that did infift upon that) £274 


matter. Thirdly, The Notes pretend Theodofius there- 
fore fummoned Leo to this Council, becaufe he knew the 
Council would be null without the Popes Authority. But 
the Letter of Summons declares he called it by his own 
Authority, and he writ no other Summons to Leo than 
he did to the Bifhops of Alexandria and Ferufalem ; fo 
that it may as well be faid, Theodofius knew their Au- 
thority was as neceflary as the Popes; but the truth 
is, the confent of the great Patriarchs was fo far ne- 
ceflary, that they were tobe duly fuummoned, and if 
poffible, to be prefent ; but they had no Authority fin- 
gle, as to the calling or difannulling of any Council. 
Wherefore, Fourthly, Though it be rejected, yet not 
becaufe the Pope did not call it, or prefidein it ‘(as 
his Notes pretend ) but becaufe of the unjuft and vi- 
olent proceedings ufed in ic; againft which, not only 
the Popes Legates, but divers other Bifhops did pro- 
teft, and oppofe them, even to the fuffering of Banith- 
ment and Deprivation. And here I muft note a ma- 
nifeft contradiGtion in Baronius, who in one page faith, 
Ab the Bifhops confented to the reftitution of Eutyches, and 
the depofing of Fiavianus, the Legates of the Apoftolick 
See only oppofing Diofcorus to his face: Yet in the next 
M 


page 
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page he reckons up fome Bifhops. by name, who {uf- 

fered for oppofing Diofcorus; and adds out of Leo’s 

Epiltle to Pulcherig, that many were deprived and ba- 

(s) Baron. An, Nifhed for this cppofition, and others put im their places (8). 
449. pag. 98 Lastly, I only add, thatthe Emperor, being deceived 
cum pag. 96- by Extyches, confirmed the Decrees of this Pfeudo- 
(#) Baron.ib, Synod, as his Anceftors were wont to do (+); and 
pag. 104. for this reafon the A&ts of it were valid till they 
were diiannulled by the General Council of Chalcedon; 

and though the Pope difliked and complained of this 

Council, he had no Authority to null allies A@s till 

another General Council. was called: Wherefore that 

Third Roman Council, wherein Leo and the Bithops 

of Italy reprobated the AGs of this Pfeudo-‘Synod of 

(u) Bin. pag. Epbefus (a),was not fufficient to repeal the Council it felf, 
507.Lab. col. but only to thew that thofé weftern Bifhops would not 
14758 receive it. For if the Popes Council alone had made 
it null, what need had their been of a General Coun- 

cil to do that over again? Yea, the Pope and this Ro- 

man Synod writ to the Emperor, earneftly entreating 

him, that all things might remain in the [ame State they 

were before any proceedings, till a General Council could 

(1) Vid. Baron. meet (av) 5 which fhews that they did not believe their 

An. 449-P?8- fingle Authority was {ufficient to annul all that ‘was 

eg _donet. After this Roman Council, ic feems Diofcorus, 

+.The Emperor . Hays C I saa er feabed 
was defired to in his rrivate Counc at AKANA bay excommunica Cc 

difanul this Sy- Pope Leo, and Baronius makes this a greater Crime 

nod, bythe. than his confirming the Herefie of Eutyches; and he 

Pope, &c. Con- ( with the Notes ) obferve it as a wonder, that where- 

cil, Chaleed. 4. Ninety Bithops figned the Herefie of Eutyches, only 
A&. 10. Bin. p. i vt ; Z 

Be ares Ten could be found to fubfcribe the Excommunicati- 

(x) Binin pree ON OF the Pope(«); but the wonder ceafes, if we con- 

dict. Concil.3. fider that Eutyches was reftored in a General Council, 

Rom. p. 08 or that which was called fo, wherein there met an 

pica te twenty eight Bifhops, or their Deputies; but 

pag.ir3. the Pope wasexcommunicated in a Private Synod at 

Alexandria. 1 fhall not-enlarge upon the cruel ufage of 

Flavianus in this Pfeudo-Synod of Epbe/us, who died 

foon after of the blows and wounds given him there, 

nor 
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nor remark how Baronius would make him a Martyr 

for the Popes Supremacy(y),whereas he was a Martyr for (y) Baron. An 
the Orthodox Faith, corrupted by Futyches: Nor fhall 449. pag. 97. 
I detain the Reader with any of his odd obfervations 

upon the flight of Hilary, one of the Popes Legates, 

from this Council. 

Anatolins, being by Diofeorus advanced to the See of 4x. Dom. 450 
Constantinople, in the room of Flavianus, Leo had great 
reafon to fear he was infeéted with the Herefie of Ex- 
tyches, and therefore he very carefully fent three Le- 
gates to Confiantinople, to inform him whether Azato- 
lius were Orthodox, and to defire a General Council 
might bz called by the Emperor, and in Italy, if he 
pleated, as his Letter imports (%) ; in the mean time (x) Baron, Am, 
Cif we may truft the A@s of one of thefe Legates com: 450. pagetis, 
ing out of the Vatican) -Avatolius calls a Council at 
Confiantinople, and in the prefence of the Popes Legates 
owns himielf Orchodox, receives Pope Leo’s Letter to 
Flavianus, and condemns Eutyches and Nefforius; and 
this the Editors publith with the Title of Z Council at 
Conftantinople (4).. Now though their own Author of (2) Bin. pag. 
the Vatican exprefly fays, that Avatolius called this Coup. $28» Lb. col 
cil yet both Barowius, and the Notes inthe fame page "47% 
daringly affirm, that rhe Popes Legates commanded all 
the neighbouring Bifhops to meet in this Council (2): Which (4) pin. & Lab, 
is«as falfe, as chat thefe Legates were fent to reftore ut fupr. 
the lapfed Oviental Church; and that both Theodofius Baron. Au.450, 
and Axatolius, and all the Eaftern Bifhops, in all thefa P#8: 12° 
Tranfaétions, owned the Pope to be the Supream Head 
of the Church. Thefé things are only to be found in 
Baronius his Inferences, bute no Author or Record of 
thefe proceedings hint any {uch thing. The Legates 
chief bufine{s was to petition the Emperor for a Gene- 
tal Council ; and it was ufual when any new Patriarch 
was advanced, that he fhould write an account of his 
Faith to all the other Patriarchs 5 and Axatolius having 
been juftly fufpected, was obliged to do it fomething 
more folemnly, for Leo’s fatisfaction. 
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Of the Council of Chalcedon, being the 
Fourth General Council. 


EING to difcourfe of the Fourth General 
Council at Chalcedon, we muft obferve, that 
(2) Bin-Tom.2. befides the partial Preface before it (a), and the fal- 
par.1.p.2. Lab Jacious Notes after it(5), publifhed by the Editors, the 
rashid Ny, fects of it are divided into three parts. The firft 
Ni im )-P°8* containing the Epiftles, and other Writings precedent 
979. to the Council. The fecond containing the feveral 
A@sof it. Thethird containing the Epiftles, and other 
Tranfcripts relating to that Council afterwards. Of 

the firft part I fhall treat very briefly, having fpoken 

of divers things, there collected, in the former Chapter ; 

only noting now fome of the Frauds and Errors in 

thele preliminary Epiftles. And firft, 1 need not en- 

large upon thofe falfe Stories in the Preface to this 

Council, ( which I confuted before, duno 4.48, and 

Anno 449.) That Eutyches appealed frow Flavian’s Coun- 

cil at Conftantinople, to the Pope; That the Pope imme- 

diately became an Enemy to that Heretich ; That it was 

the highest Crime in Eutyches to appeal from the Pope to 

Cc) Bin, Pref, 12¢ Emperor (c). Nor willic be neceflary to infift upon 
pag. 3 Lab.col. the Prefacers owning that Theodofius called the Pfeudo- 
3, & 4 Synod of Ephefus, at Diofcorus his requeft; and though 
Pope Leo did labour to hinder it, yet he durft not but 

fend his Legates to it, who indeed did generoufly reiute 

to joyn in the condemnationof Flavianus: But whereas 

the Prefacer pretends Flavianus appealed to the Apoftolick 

(4) Bin. Pref, See (4) (as if the Pope were alone fit to receive Ap- 
pag. 3. Lab.ib. peals ), I mutt note, Fir/t, That de Marca confefles All 
col. ¢. the reft of the Patriarchs were his open Enema 
there- 
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therefore he was compelled to apply to the Weftern 

Church for help (e), and yet he did not Appeal to (¢) De Marca 
the Pope alone ; and Leo told Placidia, that Flavia- S¢concord: |. 7. 
nus Appealed not only to the Apoftolick Throne, but“ /*P ?** 
to all the Bifhops of thofe parts (f); and Leo faith the (£) Concil, 
fame thing in his own Epiftles, that the Appeal was to Chalced. par. 1. 


all the Churches of thofe parts (g) ; and therefore all the 2™ p. 24.La0. 


Weftern Bifhops joyned with Leo in defiring a Council cena 


might be held in Italy: Which was when they were pig 19. Lab. 
met in Council at Rome, and had (no doubr) declared col. 42. 
their diflike of Diofcoras’s proceedings ; but ic fufhci- 
ently confutes the Prefacers boaft of Leo and his Coun- 

cils refcinding the Acts of this Ephefine Pleudo-Synod, 

as if that had been fufficient to null all that was done 
there; becaufe if the Pope, in that Council of Rome, 

had fufficient Authority to have abrogated the Acts of 
Ephefus, there was no need for them to defire a greater 
Council to re-examine this matter, or for Leo (as the 
Preface owns ) to engage the Weltern Emperor, his 
Mother and his Emprefs to write to Theodofius, to fuffer 


the Tranfactions at Ephefus to be heard over again (A). (4) Br. pag. 4. . 


But Theodofius having called that Synod by his own Au- £47! ¢ 
thority, and being perfuaded by Eutyches his Party, 
that the proceedings in it were regular, would not be 
prevailed on by any importunities to grant this requeft; 
but he dying foon after,.and MMarcian (by marrying 
Pulcheria, Sifter and Heir to Theodofius ) coming to be 
Emperor, confented to call a General Council, but not 
( as the Pope defired) in Italy, but in the Eas4, where 
the Controverfie began, and where by the Ancient 
Canons it wasto be decided... Which fuffices to dif- 
cover all thofe falfhoods that are in that pare of the 
Preface, which concerns the things before this General 
Council. 

In the Preleminary Epiftles and Ediats which con-. 
ftitute the firft part of the Council of Chalcedon, we 
may obferve many of the Titles of the Epiftles are @) Vid. Lad. 
corrupted by Roman Parafites. So in the firft Epiftle a aye 
of Flavianus (4) the true reading is, to Leo Arch-Bifhop ante e 
6f Lab; col. 18. 
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of the elder Rome; but they have made it Pope, 8c. In 
Flaviansf{econd Epiftle to Les, the Latin Copies leave 
(k) Bin.& Lab,out of the Title, and Fellow.muiniffer (k): So again 
num. 6. [ Pope} is put into the Latin Copy inftead of Arch- 
Bifhop in a Letter of Les’sto the Monks at Con/tanti- 
(1) Bin pag.12- nople (1), And in Leo’s Epiftle to. Theodofins, in the La- 
Lab.col. 23. tin (for Leo, Bifhop ) there is put in thefe abfard 
pict words, Leo, Pope of the Catholick Church of the City of 
(m) Bin.pag. Rome (m). And in his Epiftle to the fecond Synod at 
12.Lab.col.26. Ephefus,the Latin leavesout thefe Material Expreffions,to 
num. to. his beloved Brethren inthe Lord greeting (»). To conclude, 
(7) B28 the Greek Title owns that Leo and his Roman Synod 
31.num13, Petitioned for a Council in Xtaly ; the Latin leaves this 
out, though the body of the Letter do exprefly declare 
(0) Bin. pag.18. that requeft (0).Now thefé are plain Inftances how little 
Lab. col.37,38. Credit is to be given to the Latin Copies of this Council, 
nam. 19 and efpecially to thefe Titles,which the Popes Flatterers 
have frequently corrupted, and altered them from the 
modeft Style ufed in thofe days. And hence we may 
gather how frivoloufly Baronius argues from the Titles 
of Pope Leo’s Epiftles, wherein he ftiles himfelf Bifhop of 
(p) Baron. An. the Roman and of the Univerfal Church (p); that the 
451. Pag. 159- Pones then did ufe the ftyle of Univer/al Bifhop; though 
com Pdi. St. Gregory exprefly denies that ever any of his Prede- 
ced. par. 3.Bin.C€flors ufed that profane, new and proud Title; but 
p. 355. num.6.the Annalift makes bold to give Gregory the Lie, mesr- 
ly on the credit of thefe corrupted and fictitious Titles, 
prefixed by forging Parafites ; for Leo's ufual Infcripti- 
on was, Leo, the Bifhop of Rome, to, &c, fo that where 
we fee Bifhop or Pope of the Catholick Church of Rome, 
(q) Leon,ep.12, @c. (g), there “tis certain the Flatterers have been at 
& 13-Concil. work. But as to more material obfervations ; when 
Chal. part. FY zqjanus had condemned Eutyches, he doth not defire 
ts sie ai’ the Pope to confirm the Sentence, which being regu- 
Palcber. Bin, larly paffed on him by his own Bifhop in Council, no 
p. 13. Lab col. man could relax (as Leo himfelf grants (7 )): Bat his 
27.num. 11. Detter to Leo requires him to publifh it to all. the Bi- 
(s) Mav, ep.ad fhops under his jurifdiction (5). In Leo's Epiftle to ‘Fa- 


Leon. num. 6 


Bin. p.9. Lab, Han, one of his Legates, the Latin Copy puts in Laas | 
an 


col. 19. 
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and makes Leo fay there x one Do€trine and Teaching of 
the Holy Ghoft, inus and in yous but the Greek reads 
in the whole Catholick Church(t). Again, it is com- (t) Ep. Leo 


wad 


monly pretended that Pope Leo was utterly againft Ju/.num.s. Bis. 


the Emperors calling the fecond Council at Ephe/is ,?- 10. Lad. col. 

and that one reafon which made all its proceedings '* 

null, was becanfe it was called without his confent: But 

it appears by divers of this Popes Letters here publith- 

ed, that he owned it a pious Refolution of the Emperor 

40 call this Council (a), and in obfervance of his Com- (u) Ep. Lead 

mands, he fent his Legates to it: So that he never Z%od.n. 10. 

pleaded his Authority in bar to the Emperors Right, 2 P. 10.Lab, 

even when in his Judgment he thought there was no °°" poh ia 

need of it (w). And he declares that he fént thee aay cue 

Legates, not to prefide there, but to agree with them Synod. Ephet. 

by common confent on fuch things as might be pleafing to hum. 13. 

God, as his Letter to this Synod fhews, Nam, 13. (») Ep. Leon. 
It appears by Petrus Chryfologus, Bifhop of Ravenna’s : Sat ae 

Letter to Eutyches, that he appealed-to him as well as zz/. fede an 

to the Pope; for he exenfes himfelf as unfit to judge 

a Caule that had been tried in a far Country, efpeci- 

ally upon hearing only one Party (x): ARule, which (w) Ep. Petr. 

if the Popes had duly obferved, they would not have Raven. ad £u- 

received fo many unjuft Appeals. Tis true, he refers 74,00. 15- 

him to Pope Leo's Epiftle to Flavianus, lately writ on ae Be Talat: 

this fubjeét; but Biius in his Notes falfly puts in, thar 

he warns him to rely on it as an Ozacle of the Holy Ghoft (y) 3 (y) Not.in Con- 

for he only faith, there was now anOrthodox Pope in cil Bim. p. 41s. 

St.Peter?s Chair,who had taught the Faith aright in this 27% 0! 992 

Epiftle, which had been fent by Leo, a little before, to 

this and other Bifhops of the Wes, for their approba- 

tion. But thatof Leo himfelfan his Epiftle to Theodo/- 

us, fhews he was no honefter than he fhould be, and 

deferved not fo good a Charaer as the Bifhop of Ra- 

wenna gives him; for he impudently cites one of the 

Sardican Canons, under the forged Title of the Nicene 

Canon made by all the Bifhops in the World (x) ; the Mar- (2) Ep.Leon. ad 

gin would excufe this, by pretending that other Fathers Theod. num.t 9, 


: ce i 20.Bin,pag. 
cite thefe Sardican Canons under the Title of Nicene , 5, Ps ebek ie 


CANONS; 42, 8 46. 
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Canons; but we know no ancient Fathers did fo, ex- 
cept Zofimus and Boniface his Predeceflors, who, to their 
lafting infamy, were convicted of this notorious Fraud 
‘nthe Council of Carthage; and therefore it was an 
odd piece of aflurance in Leo, fo joon after, to make 
nfe of the fame detected Cheat. In another Epiftle 
of his againft Eatyehes, he faith, In the myftical diftribu- 
tion of the {piritual Food, that 2 given and received, by 
abhich thofe who partake of the virtue of the Heavenly 


(a) Ep. Leonad Food, are changed into bus Fle(h, who was made our Flefh (4), 


Conf?. num.2 3. 


which is poine blank againft their modern Opinion of 


Bin. p.22. Lab." Tranfabftantiation, making the Bread to be Spiritual 


col. 48. 


(b) Ep. Valent. 


num. 25¢ 


and Heavenly Food, and the change to be not in the 
Elements, butin the Receivers. After this we have di- 
vers Epiftlesof the Weftern Emperor Valentinian; of his 
Mother and Emprefs, to Theodo/ius and Pulcheria, writ at 
the requeft of Pope Leo, to defire that Emperor to re- 
voke the Judgment paffed in the Pfeudo-Synod of 
Ephefus, which. further. proves the Pope had no 
Authority in himfelf to null thofe Aéts; for he would 
not have begged with "Tears that which was in his 
own Power. But the great ufe the Romanifts make of 
thef@ Letters, is on account of, fome high Expreffions 
in them about the Popes having, a Power over all Bi- 
fhops (6), and a Principality among them (c). But there 
‘s fome doubt whether thefe Epiftles are genuine, the 


Bin, p. 23-Lab. Story of their being at Rome the night after St. Peter's 


col. 51. 
(c) Num. 28. 


day, not agreeing to the time when thefe pretended 
Epiftles muft be writ: But if they be not forged, Rome 


Bin. Ds . b. . ‘ ® ' i 
mt. pe 25eLab, t gain nothing by thefe phrafes, which Leo put into 


col. 58. 


(d) Ep. Gal. 


Placid.num.26. 


their Mouths; for he certainly endited thefe Letters 
for them, as we may know by this Evidence, that the 
Emperors Mother, Galla Placidia (who underftood no 
more of the Canons than the Pope told her ) cites the 
Canon of Sardica, for a Canon of Nice (d), as Leo had 
done before; and therefore ex wngue Leonem , We May 


Bin. p.24. Lab. eafily know the Penman of thefe Epiftles: Now when 


col. $4. 


he bears witnefs only to himfelf, his teftimony is fufpi- 


cious, and of no weight at all ; and Theodofius valued 
thefe 


Cént: 6 from Roman Forgeries, 8c. 89 


thefe brags fo little; that he calls Leo only by the name 

of Patriarch in his anfwer, and affirms the Nicene Ca- 

nons were not broken, and therefore he. utterly reject- 

ed-the requeft (¢). Yet Leo was forced to be content, (2) gp. rheod. 

and to receive Anatolius chofen Bifhop of Con/tantinople, wim.r9,30,3. 

in this Synod of Ephefus into his Communion, only defi- 3. p-2$- Lé. 

ring him to give an Account of his being Orthodox in ©" 5% ® 

the Faith, that‘he might publith it to other Bifhops (/) ; (fF) Ep.Leomad 

Soon alter which Theodofius died. Aiictly oe i 
Marcianus facceeding, and having nootherTitle to the 7; °° 3. 

Empire than his being married to Pslcheria, heremit- = = 

ted much of the Majefty .of Style’in his Letters to 

Leo and other Bifhops, ufed by Theodofius and other 

Emperors (g).\ But even when he complements the (g) Richer. pitt 

Pope in the higheft ftrain, he will not yield the Council} Cont. gen. 11 

fhould be called in Jtaly as the Pope defired, but re- a §. 11.pag- 

folves to have it in the Ea, in fome City which he” 

himfelf fhould choofe (4): Where we may fee a noto- (4) Epi, Mar- 

rious Forgery in Baronius and Bisius, for whereas the cian. ad Leon, 

Emperor faith, where it {hall feem good to us, Baronius Num. 34, Bin: 

turns mobs, into vobw, and Binius in his Notes follows a age 

him (@); as if the Emperor had left ic tothe Pope, to ner is es 

choole what City he pleated: for the Council to meet ; 450. pag. 19. 

Nay. further, Binius who reads it mob in the Epiftle, Bin. not: pag. 

yet in a Note before that Letter, he faith it was where 4°9- Lad. col. 

the. Peope pleafed; and hath the Confidence to fay in 9°° 

his.Notes at the end of the Council, that the Emperor 

writ tothe Pope to appoint the place, time and manner of 

calling this General Synod : Than which nothing can be 

more falfe.; tor the Pope would have had ic in the 

Wefe if he might have chofen, but the Emperor Sum- 

moned the-Bithops firft to come to Nice, as his Letcers 

yet extant thew (&) ; and thither the Popes firft Letter ¢g) ppit. Mare 

to the Synod ought to be directed ; and I with that ig- cian. Num. 36, 

norant hand which altered the Title, and put in Chal- & 37. Ben. 

cedon inftead of Nice, hath not put in thofe words in P38 29> &c. 

It, Of faving the honour of St. Peter, and of his Legates Beye be 

being [ent to prefide in the Council (1), which paflages might (7) Epitt, Leon. 

look favourably on the fupremacy if they be genuine Ss Al aes 

N only 40. Bin.pag.3 i, 
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only they are no more but Leo’s own Evidence in his 
own Caufe: After this the Council being affembled 
at Nice, they with the Popes Legates defired the Em- 
perors prefence among them, upon which he removed 
the Council to the City of Chalcedon, and thither he 
(m) Epit. Mar- afterward came to them (m). On which I thall only 
cian. Num-4- note, that Baronious and Binius have turned this Peti- 
res 3 tion of the Council and Legates, into a Declaration 
“of the Legates alone; for they pretend that the Em- 
peror writ tothe Council, Thar it fecmed good to the 
(un) Baron. An. Popes. Legates that be fhould be present (2); Which is a 
451 pag. 13? falfe reprefentation of the matte: » as the Emperors 
Ce ee Letter fhews. 
980. 


§.2. We proceed now to the Council it felf affem: 
bled at Chalcedon, and will firft confider thefe gener- 
als, viz. 1/?. Who called it. 2/y. Who prefided in it, 
and in what Order they fate. 3/y. Who confirmed the 
Acts of it: And fecondly make fome brief remarks on 
the particular AGs of this Council. 

Firf, As to the Authority-by which it was.conve- 
ned ; Though the Preface had owned that Marcian 

(0) Pref, Bin. Called this Council (0), yet the Notes affirm, it was ap- 

pag-+ La. p.6. pointed by the Authority of Leo, and by the advice, affiftance 

and help of Marcian congregated : And again, it # clear 

this General- Council was convened by the Exhortation and 

Counfel of the Emperor , but by the Command and Autho- 

(p) Not.Bin. rity of the Pope (p): And this they pretend-to prove by 

pag.4o9. Lad. the Epiftle of the Bithops of Adz/iz, writ fome years 

col. 980. after the Council, which they cite thus, Many boly Bi- 

[hops meeting in the City of Chalcedon, by the Command 

of Leo (who is truly an head of Bifhops; ) but the Epi- 

itle adds———and of the venerable Bifhop and Patriarch 

Anatolius @ Council was held, which was confirmed under 

(7) Concil. 420 Emperors (q). But thefe fraudulent Editors leave 

haleed. pax. out thefe laft words, which thew that thee Bifhops 

3. Num. 32+ were as much called by the Authority of Anatolins as 
Bin. pag. 381, : } 

Lab.col 912, Of Leo, and alfo that the Emperors confirmed the Aés 

of this general Council, which two things Binius would 

con: 
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conceal from his Reader: Now this accidental ex. 
preflion of fix Bifhops long atter, implying no more 
but only that Leo and Anatolizs {ent out the Emperors 
Summons to all Bifhops,(the other three Patriarchs being 
not then of unfufpedcted fame,) is all they have to prove _ 
this egregious falfhood of this Councils being called by 
the Papes fole Authority, except an Epiftle of Gélafius, 
another Pope pleading hisown Caufé: Whereas: there 
are clear and exprefs proofs almoft innumerable, thee 
it was appointed and convened or called by the Em- 
perors Authority : For Leo was fummoned himfelf by 
the Emperor, and in obedience to that Summons ex. 
cufes his own abfence, and fends his Legates to the 
Council (r). And the Emperors general Letter, ftriGly ¢,) Epitt. Leon, 
requiring all Bifhopsto be there is extant (s), a Copy Num. 40. Biz, 


of which probably was delivered to the Pope: And p. 31+ Lad. col, 


ids Ene , Fei: (s) Epitt. Mar- 
, nerdvoiy— yg) y Sermon, Kc.) p. oN 
Synod met (xgile Asay xg] Seroy So poe rt) by the cian. Num. 36, 


command, or divine Authority of the Emperors (t); and it pin pag. 


in the beginning of every A@ it is exprefly faid, The 7° 


5 
? 20; 
Pr 


is fo often repeated, that thisCouncil was called by the Lad. col. 66. 
precept or command of the Emperor, as makes it (¢) Concil. 
necdlels and impoflible to cite all the places: Libera- itchy ONE 
tus the Deacon who writ fome years after (when the eins ie 
Popes had encroached fomething further) faith, at the 7°" 
Popes requeft the Emperor commanded this Council to be 

aljembled (u)3 which makes it a ftrange boldnefs in (avi Teibenent 
Baronius to affirm, that the Emperor requested the Pope Brev. cap. 13. 
that a Council might be called (»), which not only this 5’. Tom. 2. 
Hiftorian' but the Emperors Letter inthe next Dag tat? Pag 
contradicts: Yea Leo himfelf in his 61/7 Epiftle, which /°' 
the Notes cite with great applaufé Owns, the Council . <1. ae. 26; 
was gathered by the precept of the moff Chriftian 


_ 


, ; : 
b. " wea Poy eS BOS EE VB AEE tT we oa aay Re 
ces, Oc. (x) and the Pope in‘divers of his Epiftles,vy+o. za6, col. 
1 


Bunk LP 
o 


owns the Authority of calling general Council 


Is to be 982. 
in the Emperor ; yea the Legates own’ in the ver 


A 


A 


(TS) 
host © 
Q Y 
Sali 

i, 


Council it felf, that the Council was fammoned by the 
Emperors Authority : So that for any of the Popes 
flatterers to prétend the contrary, is to wink againitthe 
Cleareft'lighe: 
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Secondly, As tothe Prefidents of this Council, the 
Hiftorical Preface is very pofitive, that the Apoftolical 
Cy) Pref. Bin. Legates prefided (y) 5 and the Notes prove it was a gene- 
pag. 4.Lab, ral Council, becaufe the Pope prefided by hws Legates (x). 
col.6. _- Bucif that were effential to a General Council, there 
SF ue ay wasnone before this of Chalcedon: Were indeed three 
ato. Lab col, Of the. five Legates named by the Pope, Pa/chafinus, 
981. Lucentius and Boniface, were allowed to fit uppermoft 

on one fide of the Bifhops, but Bafilias and Fulianus, 
the other two, who alfo were named Legates by the 
Pope, were not owned by the Council under that Cha- 
(a) Not. Bin. taéter, and therefore had no precedency given them (4). 
pag. 411. Lab And if this be all chey mean by the Legates prefiding, 
col. 98 4+ that they in right of the Pope had the. firit place 
among the Bifhops, we will not contend with them; 
but if they fippofe any Power or Authority thefe Le- 
gates had over the Council by this precedency, we mult 
deny that. Baronius brags that all things were deter- 
(+) Baron. An. mined by the Popes Authority (4). And the Notes be- 
450.pag. 120. fore cited, {peak as if they had done all things in this 
(¢) Not.in Con- Council (¢); yea, the Latin verfion of the Council for- 
cil. Bin. pag. gets the Title of Prefidents, thrice, and claps it to the 
pean Lab. col. names of thefe Legates (d), which Title is not in the 
/d) Act. 3.Bin, Gteek ; But if we examine into the matter, thefe three 
pag. 174. Lab, Legates who were allowed by the Council, had nothing 
col, 380. more than the honour of fitting uppermoft upon the 
ibid. infubcrip. Jefe hand, and fometimes {peaking and fubfcribing 
Act.3. Bim-pag. € ft. But in the twelfth A& concerning the Church of 
208. Lab. col. ; eG + . 
met Ephefus, over which the Patriarch of Constantinople 
Et fubferip.Act. claimed fome JurifdiGion, Anatolius {peaks before the 
4-Bin.pag-259. Popes Legate, and by his dire@ion the matter was de- 
Lab.col. 58°. termined(e). And though both Bardmmus and the Notes 
Nig aw ms *.. boat, That the Legates pronounced the fentence on Diotl- 
Lab eot 771. corus in the Popes name, as Prefidents of the Council ( f ) 5 
( )Baron. 4m: Yet if we confult the place we fhall find, that they 
451. pag. 145-twice asked the Synods Opinion of Diefcorus his Cafe, 


_ Not. in Concil. 444 the whole Synod declared he was to be condemn- 


Te? ed; yet the Legates durft not pronounce the Sentence, 
"ill they asked af the Synod commanded them to give the 


{= 
w 
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Ecclefiaftical Sentence, and upon the Order of the Synod HR | 
they. firft pronounced it, and every Bifhop fingle, de- iad 
clared Diofcorus was depofed and excommunicated (g):(g)Act. 3. Bin. Hae 
So that there was nothing of Authority in the Legates, pag. 192, &c. at 
but only their {peaking firft, and declaring that which Lab. col. 428, He 
the whole Council had agreed upon. And becaufe“* fad lee 
Anatolius commonly {poke in the fecond place, there- mit 
fore he is joyned with Leo, and both of them toge- 

ther are called rhe Princes of this Council (h). So in one (4) Act.4.Bin. 
of the Epiftles, after the Council, Leo and Anatoliuspag- 243-L0?. 
are [aid to have regularly prefided herein (i): By which rhe baa i 
Titles are meant only that they had the principal Gilalcchi var he 
Places in this General Council: But the true Prefident.;. num. 42. 
of this great Synod, ,was the Emperor, who, when he Bi. pag. 389. 
was prefent, fate above all thé Bifhops in the midft, 42% col. 933- 
and his Legates, the Lay-Judges, in his abfence, fate 

there; and thefe Reprefentatives of the Emperor in- 

deed had not only the moft honourable. place of all, 

but fome Authority over the Synod it felf: For they 
propounded or allowed all matters to be debated; of 

them all Bifhops, even the Popes Legates(&), defired (&) Act. 4. Bin. 
leave to {peak ; they fummed up the Debates, and ge- pag. 239. Lab. 
nerally gave the decifive Sentence, and upon that fol- oe 33,8 ge 
lowed the Acclamations; fo that thele Judges perform. °°.) ri 
ed all chat the- Modern Popes Legates in late Councils aa! ee 
have taken upon them, fince their Supremacy hath 

been in its greateft Exalration. If they object, that 
neither they nor the Emperor were allowed to be pre- 

lent when Diofcorus was condemned according to the it 
Canons (J). I Anfwer, the Judges in a former Seffion, (/) Baron. An. 

after.a full hearing of the Caufe, had determined ( if +51: pag. 143- 

the Emperor confented) thar Diofcorus fhould have the ae Bug 

j taint De ; 442. Lad, col. 

fame punifhement which he had inflicted on Flavianus,and that 596 

be and hes Accomplices {hould by the Council be depofed from. 

Epifcopal Dignity, according to the Canons; to which De- 

cree the whole Synod confented (m): So that there) acy. ayy hy 
was no more to be done in the third Seffion, butonly pag. 152.255. Wal 
for the Bifhops canonically to execute this Sentence up- col. 3 to, 

on Diofcorus ; and there v 


mer 


vas no o¢cafion for the Empe- 
ror, 


—- 


(2) Acts 3. in 
fine, Bin. pag. 
215. Lab. col. 
463. 


(0) Not.in Con- 
eil, Bin. pag. 
420. col. 2. 
Lab. co]. 982. 
ita Barow. An. 


4$t. pag. isog. 


(p) Ep. Synod. 
ad Leon. Con- 
cil. Chal. par.3. 
num. 2. Bin. 
pag.3¢!. Lad, 
col. 836. 


(9) Vid. Leon. 
ep. 61. cit. in 
not. verb. [ap- 
probatum. | 
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ror, or the Lay-Judges to be prefent, only his confir- 
mation of this Sentence was fo neceflary, that they 
writ both to Marciaz and Pulcheria to defire their con- 
fimation thereof (#): So thar the chief Authority was 
in the Emperor and his Reprefentatives, the Bifhops 
advifing, and they finally determining and confirming 
what was agreed upon, fo that they were properly 
the Prefidents here. 

Thirdly, As to the Confirmation of all thefe Aas, 
the Notes affirm, That al] which was decreed bere concern- 
ing the Faith against Eutyches; was confirmed and appro- 
ved by Leo's Authority, as the Fathers had defired of him 
in their. Synodical Epiftle; but they pretend he annulled 
and made void the 28th Canon (eo) : And this they pre- 
tend to prove, not by the Synodical Epiftle ic felf, for 
that fpeaks only of the Emperors confirmation, and 
never defiresthe Pope to ratifie.che matters of Faith, 
but faith, he and they by his Legates had agreed on 
thefe points, only they wifh for his confent’ to the 
28?/ Canon about the Primacy of Constantinople, which 
his Legates had oppofed (p). -And indeed they fuppo- 
fed they had his confent in all things which the Le- 
gates agreed to; and’ fo thofe paflages cited by the 
Notes out of Leos Epiftle, do not prove that he con- 
firmed the Decrees of Faith, otherwife than by giving 
his common fuffrage to them by his Legates, and 
agreeing with them afterwards (¢): And thus allother 
Bifhops, who were abféenr, and had Legates there, con- 
firmed them as well as the Pope; as for his diffent 
from that Canon, and their brags thathe had made it 
void, we fhall fhew afterwards, that it remained in 
force for all the Popes oppofition. But it may be ob- 
ferved how notorioufly the Latin Verfion corrupts the 
Text to infinuate this Papal confirmation ; for in the 
Speech they made to the Emperor, in the end of the 
Council, the Latin hath thefe words, Concili hujus a 
wobis Congregati Pradicationem, Petri [edi Authoritate robo- 
rantes, implying that the Popes Authority was to confirm 


the determinations of the Council : But the Greek hatha 
quite 
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quite different fenfe, viz. that the determinations of the 

Pope ( thatis, Leo's Epiftle to Flavianus ) were confirmed 

by that Holy Council which the Emperor had gathered (r): (r) Concil. } 
And not only that Speech, but many other evidences Chal. par 3. ' 
do thew clearly, that the Emperor confirmed the De- ne - =f Bond eet 
cree of this Council. For Firft, In the end of divers (.7'53. 1 ae 
Aéts, the Judges, as the Emperors Legates, do confirm i 
what was agreed upon (s), and fometimes promife to() Aa 4. Biz. } 
acquaint the Emperor for his confirmation (r) : Yea, P28 248. Lad. i 


h ar i at et Sr ah a wes +] col. 552+ wal 
the Emperor in his Speech made to the Synod, faith be (NA Se Bt: Al 


9 Unage (; rn fs VU sae] ye i 
came to the Synod to confirm the I aith, and not to [hew nig. 254. Lab. a 
his Power, as Barcnius and the Latin Verfion reads it (#); col. 568. ae 
but the Greek more truly reads, I came to the Synod to (#), Baron. An, il 


confirm what was agreed on, &c. which fhews fufficient- 45! Ps: fa 
ly, that the Emperor was to confirm all the A@s: Yea," 4% 90""?- 
in that very Seflion wherein the Faith was fubfcribed 
by the Bifhops, the Emperor exprefly confirms it, and 
makes a penal Santhion against all that {hall contradiG or 
oppofe it (w), upon which the Fathers cried out thou (w) Act. 6. Bin, 
haft confirmed the Orthodox Faith (x): And a little while pag. 269. Lab. 
after the Council was ended, the fame Emperor put ©! $08. 

ut two Edicts, wherein he doth fully confirm the De- nus eg se 
crees of this Holy Council, adding in the later, penal- aoe yy, 
ties to all that would not receive it (y). Wherefore we (x) Ibid. vid. 
can make no doubt that the main confirmation of the (7) Par. 3.Con- 


Acts of this Council was from the Emperor. mee PA 


pag. 258. Lad hall 
col. 577. at 


‘ &c. Lab. col. 
§. 3. Inthe next place we will confider the feveral $40, 8c 


Seffions and Aéts which were in number fixteen. In 
the firit Action, Baronius, by miftake, affirms, that the 
Emperor was prefent (z) ; but the Ads fhew that he (x) Baron, An. 
was only prefent by his Legates, the Lay-Judges, who 451. pag. 141. 
reprefenting the Emperor the true Prefident of this Au- 

guft Aflembly, fate in a more honourable place than 

the Popes Legates, and here and always are named 

before them (a). But the Champions of the Supre- (a) Act. 1. Bin. : 
macy boaft extreamly of the great words of the Popes pag. 34, Lab. | el 
Legates concerning the See of ‘Rome; who fay in thiscol. 88: 

firft A@ion, on the mention of Rome, which s&s the 
Head. 
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()) Ibid. Bip. Head of all Churches (b); and the Greek feems to refer 
41. Labcol.94.j¢ to Pope Les. ‘To which may be added, that the fame 
Legates in the third Action, though they do-not call 

the Pope Head of the Univerfal' Church, as Bellarmine 

(c) Bedarm.de falfly cites their words(c) ; yet they magnifie St. Pe- 
Concil.lib. 2. ter as the Rock and groundwork of the Catholick Church, 
he cap.11.pag-85+ aad the Foundation of true Faith (d): And in fome other 
We oe a eet: places they call the Pope Univer/al Bifhop, &c. To 
vat ie which I anfwer, The Council no where gives the Bi- 

| fhop of Rome any of thefé extravagant Titles, and did 
La fo little regard thefe empty brags of the Legates, that 
in the firlt A@, the Judges do reje& the very firlt re- 
ie queft which Leo’s Legates made to the Council; and 
: when they petitioned in Leo’s name, that Dzofcorus 
(e) Act. 1. Bin. might ftand at the Bar, the Judges bid him fit down (¢): 
pag. 41.Lab. And if we confider how zealous this ambitious Pope 
Shes was for the Dignity of his See, and that his Legares 
had been taught their Leffon at Rome, we may juttly 

argue from, the Councils-filence, and the lower Style 

of Arch-Bifhop which’ they .give him, that thefe 

big- Thrafonical Titles were not believed nor appro- 

ved by them; for many things are reported in the 

ie Councils, as faid by particular perfons, which were not 
| the A& of the whole Council ; for which reafon Bel- 
larmine egregioufly prevaricates, when he makes this 
whole General Council to call Peter the Rock and Ground- 

(f) nellarmde Work of the Catholick Church (f); For it was only the 
Rom. Pontif, Popes Domefticks called him fo; and had the Council 
lib. 1.cap. 10. forefeen the confequence, they would exprefly have 
pag. 540.  oppofed,that which they only filently pafled by as frivo- 
lous. In the next place we may obferve,that it is faid in 

this Council, that the Emperor confirmed the Atts of the 

a | (g) Act. 1. Bin.fecond Council at Ephefus (g), therefore it was ufual 
ae pag. 48. Lab. then for the Emperor fo to do, fince this is alledged 
r col. 111. to prove that a Jawful Council. Again, when the Acts 
} Se | . of thisfecond Council at Epbefus were read at Chalce- 
| (4) Ibid. Bia. doy. the Greek plainly faith, the Emperor by hes Letters 
pag. 52+ Lali borted the Pope to be prefent there , but the Latin Ver- 


col. 122.70 


suoia ro. fion corrupts the Text, and puts in fupplicarunt (2), ee 
I 
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if the Emperor had humbly fupplicated. the Pope to 
be there ; whereas one of his Legates, a few lines be- 
fore, owned, that the Pope had the [ame Form-of Sum- 
mons fent him, that was fent to the other great Bifhops, 
Moreover, in Eutyches Petition read in that Council, 
Cyril called the Prefident of the third General Council 
at Ephefus (4), without any mention of the Pope :(,) jig. ain. 
And we may further obferve, that the Heretick Euty- pag. 57. Lad. 
ches, in the Ads of the Council of .Conftantinople which ool. 135. 
condemned him, is called Pope Eatycbes, that being a 
name formerly given to all Eminent Clergy-men, efpe- 
cially in the Eaf (Rk). I fhall make no more remarks (h) Ibid. Bin. p. 
upon this firft Seffion, which was {pent in. reading over 90. Lab. col. 
and reviewing the Council of Conftantinople, wherein 222: 
Eutyches was condemned, and the Pfeudo-Synod of 
Epbefus wherein pes eae abfolved him, becaufe I have 
treated of both before: Ic is fufficient to obferve upon 
this full hearing, the Council of Chalcedon. condemned 
both Eutyches and Diofcorus, and the Lay-Judges fumm’d 
up the. A&; but there feems to be a Roman addition in 
the end of this firft A&t, where it is thruft in without 
choerence and fenfe, shat Leo writ an Epiftle to Flavi- 
anus; which, though it be true (/), comes in very im- (I\ tn fai AGE te 
pertinently here ; but the Forger thought when the p35 pag. 153. 
Writings of the Orthodox Fathers were mentioned, La. col 310. 
that. of Leo ought by all means.to be mentioned right 
or. wrong. 

In the fecond A@ion there is nothing confiderable, 
but the reading of this very Epiftle of Leo to Flavia- 
mus (-afterthe Nicene and Conftantinopolitan Creed ): 
being written exprefly about the Eutychian Herefte, the 
main Caufe to be then decided (mm) ; which was there-.,)49. 9. pi 
fore received there as other Orthodox Writings were, pag. ryt. Lab. 
with general Acclamations ; but the Notes, citing thefecol. 344. 
Acclamations, quote them imperfe@ly no further than () Not. in. 
thefe words,Peter /peaks by Leo(n): But the Council goes ©on!: B™ P- 


412. Lab. col. 


on, and fays,7be Apoftles and Cyril taught thus, by which $36. Collat, 


we may fee ic was the confonancy of Leo’s Doétrine, cum Act.2.Bin, - 


to the writings of the Apoftles, and of St, Cyri/, not the p. 169.Lab.col. 
8) in. 36%: 
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infallibility of his See which procured his Epiftle this 
general applaule. Wherefore the Prefacer need not 
have mentioned thefe Acclamations, as if they were 
only given to Leo’s Epiftle, or had been made upon 
fome fingle excellency peculiar to the Bifhop of that 

(0) Pref, Bin, SCC (0); forboththe Creeds, and two of Cyril’s Epittles 

p- 4. Lab. col.7.had been honoured with fach like Acclamations a little 
before. 

The third A@ion contains the canonical depofition 
ot Diofcorus, after the Bifhops had heard all the:com- 
plaints again{t him, cited him thrice, and could not 
prevail with him to appear... Now there being nothing 
to be done at this Seffion, but to proceed according to 
the Canons, of which the Bifhops were the proper Ex- 
ecutors; they only met, without Lay Judges, which 
(faith Binius ) as the most evident note of a General €Coun- 

(p) Not.in Con- ci (p), but in truth it is no note of any fuch matter; 
cil. Bim. pag. for if that were not a General Council, wherein fome 
see Lab col OF the Laity were prefent, then there never was any 
Ree General Council till this time, and this fingle A@ would 
then be the fole Regular AG@ of this General Council; 

to fuch abfurd confequences doth thefé mens blind zeal 

cad them. The next thing to be noted is, a corruption 

in the Titles of the Petitions, which: fome of the Atgy- 

ptian Clergy offered to the Council againft Diofcorus 3 

for the Greek hath no more but this, Tde Petition of 

oe Theodorus, the Deacon, exhibited againft Diofcorus; but 
ie the Latin Verfion thrufts in Pope Leo's name thus, ex- 
as (q) Act. 3. Bin. hibited to Pope Leo and the Council of Chalcedon (q), and 
Pe | pi8i. Labcol the {ame corruption is in the Titles of the following 
396 Petitions of [chyrion, Athanafius and Sophronius. Uf. it 
be objected, that the Superfcriptions of all thefé Petiti- 

ons, both in Greek and Latin are, To the mo/t Holy, &c. 

bi ——Univerfal Patriarch of Great Rome, Leo, and to the 
b (7) Baron. An. Holy General Council, &c.(r). Yreply, thefe Superfcripti- 
| ag | 4$i-pag»144-ons feem to be forged alfo: For firlt, Eu/ebius his Pe- 
Be tition before, mentions not Leo, and thel2 Petitions are 
addrefled only tothe Council, there being not the leaft 
a fentence in them peculiar to Lee, or fuppofing him to 
bh ee 
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fee or read them ; fo that thefe Superfcriptions to an 
abfent Bifhop are non-fenfe, and in all probability ad- 
ded by fome Roman Tranfcribers, as may be guefled 
by the great {welling Titles, with which the Pope is 
Joaded. Again, in the Sammons fent to Diofcorus the. 
third time, ic is declared, that the Emperor had command- 
ed the Bifhops to hear this Caufe; the Greek word is 


[emrpete], but the Latin foftens it into [ perwaifit | €s). (9) Act,3 ib, Bit, 
whether the Emperor commanded or per- P- '89.Lad.col. 


However, 
mitted the Bifhops to hear this Caufe, it is plain, thac *'” 
even in this Seffion, confifting only of Clergy, the Bi- 
fhops had the Emperors leave,-and proceeded by his _ 
permiffion. As to the Sentence-it felf; the Preface (#), Pret. Bin, p. 
the Notes (#) and Baronius (w) pretend it was pronoun. Bf ning tegie i 
ced in Leo’s name,’ and boaft much of the Legates pro- cil Bid v. a 
houncing it. But if we confule the place, we fhall find Zab, col. 987. 
that fince no Lay-Judges were there, the Popes Legates () Baron, An, 
were (as thefe fudges did in other Seffions ) to collecy 451+ P- 145. 
the Votes, and then to fum them up, and publifh them; 
and therefore, after the enquiry was ended, they ask 
what the Synod thought fic to be done; which 
they do overand over again, and till the Council ex- 
prefly commanded them, they did not pronounce the 
Sentence (x). Tis true, thefé Legates had learned their (a) Act. 3. Bim. 
Leffons fo well at Rome, that they contrive it in words». 191, 192. 
very pompous, The moft Holy and Bleffed Arch-Bifhop of 4% col. 421, 
the Elder and Greater Rome, Leo, by us, and by this pre. ee. 
[ent Synod, with the moft Blefjed and Honourable Apostle,Pe- 
ter,who is the Rock and Groundwork of the Catholick Church, 
and he that is the Foundation (y) of the Orthodox Faith, (y) % ixdyG-, 
(that is, fefus Chri) hath deprived him of bis E pifcopal --omilfam in 
Dignity, and degraded him from all Ministration , there-©*- palsies 
fore let this *mojt Holy General Council decree concerning a ee 
the (aid Diofcorus what is agreeable to the Canons (%). But pia. Concil, 
thefe Rhetorical Flourifhes, coming only from: theGen.Tom. 1. 
Popes Domefticks, give him no right to them; it isp. 395- . 
more material what Cardinal Cufanus oblerves, that the Ane 
Legates, as fitting firft in this Council, firft pronounce Set agi 
tence by the Synods command, and then all the reft in order 

2 ane 
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and the force of the Sentence depends upon the agreeing 
Votes of all: And we fee, that though the Pope bad before 
canonically depofed Diotcorus, yet his Sentence was re-exami- 
(a) Cufan. lib. ned in a General Council (a). This iscertain, that Aua- 
deConcord.  tolins, Of Con/Pantinople, and all the reft, though in mo- 
Cath. lib.2.c.8. defter words, did fingly condemn Diofcorus, and he was 
depofed and degraded by the Authority of the Gene- 
ral Council, and the free Votes of the feveral Bifhops, 
who, as Pope Leo himfelf {peaks, had compfrmed bis Sen- 
tence with an affent, which made the Caufe uncapable of 
(b) Leo ep. being tried any more (b). And the Sentence which was 
63.ad Theod. publifhed about his depofition(c), as well as the Letter 
(co) Act. 3, 1Bin." es : ‘ 
Ney aaiab col ete Alexandria (d) exprefly declare, that he was de- 
460: pofed and degraded by the Holy General Council (c): And 
(2) Binib.Lab. the» very fame is affirmed in the Synodical Epiftles, 
col. 461. writ to Martian and Pulcheria, to defire themto con- 
(e) Ib. Bim. p» firm the Councils Sentence (e). So that in vain do the 
aes col. Modern Romanifts brag of the depofition of Dvofcorus 
ey by the Popes Supream Authority ; for it was the opt- 
nion indeed of the Pope, before the Council met, that 
he ought to be depofed; but it wasthe Authority of 
the Council, ratified by the Emperor, which actually 
depofed him. 

In the fourth A@, the Epiftle of Pope Leo to Flavia- 
nus (wherein the Herefie of Eutyches was confuted and 
condemned ) was fubfcribed by all the Bifhops, who 
feverally declared they received it, becaufe it was a- 
greeable tothe Faith declared in the three former Ge- 
neral Councils of Nice, Conftantinople and Ephejus; and 
fome of them add, becaufe it was agreeable to the Scri- 

(f) Acts. Bin. pture, and to.the Expofitions of the Orthodox Fathers (f ). 
p.218.Lab.col. Now had thefe Fathers believed the Pope to be Infal- 
491, &., ible in matters of Faith, they muft have received 
this Epiftie only upon the Credit of the Pope; where- 
as they now examin and judge of it by the Rules preicri- 
bed in former Councils, and receive it, not becaufe the 
Enditer of it was Infallible, but becaufe he had kept 
clofe to former determinations in General Councils. 
And fince the bufinefs of this Council was to mani? 
an 
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and condemn the Herefie of Exstyches, againft which 
new Seé& no eminent Bifhop but Leo had written, there- 
fore this Epiftle was made a ‘Teft, and all were obliged 
ro fubfcribe ir, not ( as the Romanifts brag) becaule 
the See of Rome was to fix the Rule of Faith ; but be- ° 
caufe this was the only Writing then extant of this heal 
kind; and we may as well prove that St. Cyril was the ae 
Supream Bifhop of the World, andthe fole Arbiter or 
Faith, becaufe his Epiftles were fubfcribed in the Ge- 
neral Council of Epbefus, as a Teft to find out and 
condemn the Neftorians, as infer the Roman Supre- 
macy or Infallibility from the Bifhops fubfcribing Leo's 
Epiftle at Chalcedon. Wemay further notein this Aat- Many 
on, that how confidently-foever modern Editors place he 
the Councils of Conftantinople and Ephefus, under Da- eae 
mafts and Celeftine ; the Popes Legates here plainly Hal 
fay the Council of Constantinople was held under the Em- 

peror Theodofius (¢); and other Bifhops affirm, that (g) Aa. 4. Bin. 
Cyril was the Prefident and Head of the Council at Ephe- pag. 217. Lad. 
fus (6): Again, it isto benoted, that though Favena- 471. 

lis of Jerulalem, asd four other Bifhops who bad goyned (4) Ib, Bin. p, 
with Diofcorus in the Synod at Ephefus, to condemn Fla- 218. %& 221. 
vianus, repented and had {ubfcribed Leo’s Epiftle, and [o eae 474: 
declared themfelves to be Orthodox , yet the Council could BAN 

not reftore them to their Places, till the Emperor, by he 

Fudges, gave them leave to determine their Cafe (4). Ut (¢) Ibid Bin, 
is alfo memorable, that the Egyptian Bifhops , after Pg 232. Ld. 
their own Patriarch Diofcorus was depofed, refufed to! 5°7- 
fign the Epiftle of Leo, till they had a new Bifhop of 
Alexandria, under whole jurifdiGtion the Nicene Ca- 

nons had put them; and though the Popes Legates and 

many others urged they fhould fubfcribe immediately, 

yet thefe Bifhops were excufed by the Council, and | 
their Plea allowed (£); which fhews, that thofe who ¢) tbid. ain. p, 4 
were under the Patriarch of Alexandria, owed no fub- 233. Lad.col, 
jection at allto Rome; nor did they or the Council of 5 to &c. 
Chalcedon think the Pope was really(what his Legates flat- 
teringly call him) the Univerf{al Arch-Bifhop or Patriarch, 
for then they could not have allowed this Plea, More- 
over, 
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over, ‘tis obfervable in this A, that Photius, Bifhop of 
Tyre, affirms, both Anatolius and Leo were the Prefidents 
(I) Ib. Bix. p. of thes Counesl (2): Alfo this Brfhop in his Petition to the 
243. Lab.col. Emperors, ftiles them Lords of the Earth and Sea, and 
$49. of all Men, Nations and Kindreds (m); which thews that 
(m Ib. p.244 Titles are not to be ftri@ly underftood, or to be made 
me 68!" 541° soy oround for Argument, fince Complements were 
ufed then as wellas now; and therefore the Romanifts 
fhould not attempt to prove a right from every flou- 
rifhing Title beftowed on the Pope by thofe who 
fpeak of him. In the Caufe between this Photius of 
Tyre, and Euftathius ef Berytus, there 1s a paflage, how 
one of thefe Bifhops claimed a right to fome Churches 
by the Imperial Edis, and the other by the Canons; 
and he who claimed a right by the Canons, got the 
better: Yea, the Council declared, that Edis ought not 
* Act. 4. Bin. p. to prevail against the Canons *. From whence Baro- 
24s.Lab. col. #ius infers, that Princes ought to learn from hence to 
544. make their Laws fubmit to the EcclefiaStical Canons (n). 
(n) Barov. 4n, But it muft be noted, this was not intended to be a 
4$1.p.149. Rule in all Cafes, only asto the old Rights of Bifhops 
Jurifdictions ; and it was a Rule made ‘now, only up- 
on this occafion ; and which is moft remarkable, the 
Judges tell the Council, # was the Emperor's pleafure, 
thas Caule {hould be tried, mot by the Edicts, but by the Ca- 
nouns; for which the Bifhops gave that pious Emperor 
thanks: And therefore it is a great fallacy to argue 
from hence, that Ecclefiaftical Canons are above the 
Laws of Princes in their own nature; only in this 
Cafe the Good Emperor, to oblige the Bifhops, fuffer- 
ed the Canons to prevail. To conclude, this Seffion 
ended witha confirmation of all things done by the 
(0) Act. 4. Bin, Lay-Judges, who declare they fhould remain firm (0), 
p. 248-Lad, and fo the Seffion ended. 
col. 552. In the Fifth A@ion, wherein the Matters of Faith 
were to be declared, the Emperors Legates were pre- 
fent, and prevented a Schifm which was like to happen 
among the Bifhops, fome of which would not confent 
to the Councils definition ; but the Lay-Judges foe 
the 
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the Emperor advifed the Diffenters to go with Anxato- 

lins and the Popes Legates, and to confer among them- 

felves fo as they might agree, otherwife they threatned 

that the Emperor refolved to call a Council in the 

Wefe, to which chey muft go to determin the dif. 

ference (p): From. whence we may note, that they ¢) Act.y, Biv, 

knew of no fingle Perfon who could finally decide pag.oso. Lah, 

queftions of Faith ; and though it was to be determined ol. 560. 

at Rome, a general Council muft do it there : However, 

this Method proved effectual, and fo they publifhec 

their Faith unanimoufly, annexing it to the Creeds of 

Nice and ConfPantinople (q). We thall only note further, (4) bb. Bin,pag. 

that in the Acclamations made in this Seffion it is {aid, 25'. £2b..col. 

That the Councils definition bad confirmed Leo’s Epiftle, 3°* 

and the Faith of Leo is commended becaufe he believed as 

Cyril believed: And after all, the Bithops agreement 

was not fufficient to ratifie this definition of Faith, 

tillit was fhewed tothe Emperor (r) asthe laft words (*) Ib. Bin. pag. 

import. 254. Lab. cole 
The Sixth Action was adorned with the prefence of °°* 

the Emperor Marcianus, who made a Speech to the 

Fathers, (which Baroniws by miftake faith was in the 

firft Seffion (s);) telling them he wascome.to confirm (s¥: Baronsian: 

the Faith they had agreed on, (as Conftantine did) not so, pag. 141, 

to fnew his power (¢). Which isa clear and undehia- (t) Act vie Bix, 

ble proof, that the confirmation of their Decrees de pag-253. Lab. 

pended on the Emperor, in whofe prefnce the defi- ol! 577: 

nition of Faith was read and fubferibed by every one 

of the Bifhops; and he declared his Approbation there- 

of, and in the open Synod appoints penalties for them 

who fhould, after this, call thefé Points into que- 

ition («). And then he gives them fome Rules, to be () 1b, Bizpag. 

formed into Canons, becaufe they related to Ecclefia- 269: pc. Lae. 

itical Affairs 3 after which having been highly Applaud- ©! 6°* 

ed by the Bithops, he was petitioned to dimifS them, 

but told them they muft not depart for fome few days, 

and fo took his leave of.them. Which fhews that the 

Emperor who convened them, had alfo the fole power 

to dillolve this general Council: I fhall add what Ri- 
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cherius obférves upon that definition of Faith made in 
this Seffion , that ic contains many of the very words 
and expreffions of the Athanasian Creed; and though 
he doubt whether Athanafiws did compofe that Form 
which bears his name; yet he faith, Jt a now become 
the Creed of the Catholick Church, and there w not a Tuile 

| in it which a not agreeable to the Credit, Holinefs and 
i i Gv) Richer, Learning of Athanafius (2). He notes alfo the policy 

) 

| 


Het Hit. Cond). of the Popes Legates, who contrary to all ancient 
§ gen.Tom.1. ufage, and-to the Primitive fimplicity of the former 
P9g: 4°7- Councils,do moft impertinently put this Epithete to the 
Popes name, Bifhop of the Univerfal Church of the City 
vid Hoy Keb'é nf Rome (x). But when I confider the abfurdity of 
ie pag. 259. Lab, the expreffion, and the frequent corruptions in thefe 
oT col. $80. A&s, why might not that boldhand who added tothe 
Lh Legates name, Prefident of the Council; in this very 
place (and in this Seflion where the Emperor being 
prefent certainly prefided) add this huffing Title to the 
Pope’s name? And if fo, it isa corruption and can be 
no ground for an Argument: However, ’tis a great pre- 
judice to all thefe Titles, that when any others of the 
Council fpeak of the Pope, they call him only Bifhop 
or Archbifhop, and none but his own Legates load him with 
thofe vain Titles. 

The Seventh AG@ion contains only the Ratification 
of a private Agreement, made between Maximus 
Bithop of Antioch, and Fuvenalis Bithop of Ferufalem, 

ey) Bet. pin, concerning the extent of their Jurifdictions (7). 
peg.271.Lab. Lhe Kighth Action was the cafe of Theodoret, who 
col. 612. having formerly favoured Neffcriws, yet being after- 
wards convinced of his Error, was received into Com- 
munion by Pope Leo, who had judged his caufé and 
5 acquitted him before the Council met: But for all thar, 
ae | the cafe was heard over again, and he called an Here- 
ae tick, and had been expelled the Council, if he had 
i fm not cleared himfe!f over again by fubfcribing Leo’s 
Epiftle, and Anathematizing Neftorius and Eutyches , 


} teens i upon which he was reftored to Communion and to his 
2a . 2: 2 GC. > e 7 « e e 
*G ome Bifhoprick (%): By which it is as clear as the Sun, that 


the 
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the Council was above the Pope, and had Authority 
to Judge over again the Caufes he had determined 5 
and alfo that barely being in Communion with the 
Pope, could not clear any Man from Herefie, nor give 
him a right to the Communion of the Catholick 
Church. And if the Epiftles of Theodoret to Leo be 
genuin, (whereof there is good caufe to doubt) and this 
caufe were referred to the Pope by Appeal; (as the 
Romanifts brag) This makes the matter worfe, and 
fhews that the laft Appeal is not tothe Pope, and that 
he cannot finally decide any caufe, which fhall not be; 
liable to be tried again in a general.Council,yea though 
it be, as this was, a Caufgof Faith; which utterly ruins. 
the Infallibility. 
The Ninth and Tenth Adions, concern Ibas Bifhop. 
of Edef[z, who. had been a Nefforian, and was depofed 
by Diofcorws in the: Pfeudo Synod of Ephefas, in which 
are thefe obferyables: Firft, The Emperor commanded 
a Lay-man and fome Neighbouring Bifhops to hear 
this Caufe, firft at Tyre, and then at Berytus (a) ; fo ()Act.9 & 10, 
that even Provincial Councils did not meet without 2”. pag.277. 
the Emperors Authority, and the Popes. univerfal -{u- Be Pas, ie 
, apie : - col.628. 
premacy was not known then. For in the Council ¢,,. 
of Berytus, Antioch is called an Apoftolical Throne (4), () Act.1 0. Bin, 
and Ibas calls the Bifhop of Antioch his. Prince (c),and the pag. 283. Lad. 
Council after they had reftored him to his Bifhoprick, ©. 644. 
referred the caufe between him and Nonnus, (who had}, : 
been thruft into his place) to Maximus Bifhop of Ax- ¢.-" gt oly 
tioch, as the proper Judge of that matter. No more is 
here to be noted, but only that the Popes Legates and 
the whole Council defire, that the Emperor would 


revoke and utterly annul the Ephefine falfe Synod (4). (7) 1, py wao 
For though the Pope had done this, yet they knew that 2 94. 1,4, es 


was infuficient, fince none but the Emperor had right 673. 
effe@tually to confirm, or null a Council which pre- 
tended to be Oecumenical. To this Action Barons 
and Binivs tack another, concerning an allowance to coh Hip, tee 
e made to maintain Domaus late Bilhop of Antioch, - ieee 
| h d b d : uae his ° Mi I, Daron. 
who had been depofed (¢): But they own this is not 4y, 451, pig. 
P if 155. 
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inthe Greek, nor was there any fach thing inthe A@s 

of the Council in Fufimian’s time, who exprefly af- 

firms Domnus was dead before, which is certainly 
(f) Vid. Grae true Cf); Wherefore the Cardinal owns they found this 
tenthorp. vigikin an old Latin Copy, in the Vatican, the very Mint 
dormit.chap. of Forgeries ; and this Aion ought to be rejected as 
35: 9: 9: a mear Fidtion. 

The Eleventh and Twelfth A@ions were fpent in 
examing the caufe of Baffanus and Stephanus, both pre- 
tending to be Bifhops of Ephe/us, wherein we may ob- 
ferve: That Baffianus pleads, he was duly elected by 
the fuffrage of the Nobility, People and Clergy of that 

(g) Act.t1.Bin City: and the Emperor confirmed the Eledction ( g) ; 
pag. 300. Lab. for the Pope had not then ufurped the nomination or 
confirmation of remote Bifhops.) Again, whereas Baro- 
mius brags, that the Pope depofed Baflianus from the Bi- 
(hoprick of Ephefus, and cites the words of Stephen his 
Antagonift thus, it a now four years fince the Roman Bifhop 
depofed Baffianus arguing from thence, That it was 
¢h Baron. An. the ancient ufage for the Popeto depofe Metropolitans (b) ; 
447 pag-49. He doth nororioufly prevaricate , for Stephen’s words 
are, fince the Roman Bifhop depofed him, and the Bifhop of 
Alexandria condemnedhim: And a little before the fame 
Stephen faith more fully, Zar Baffianus 22s expelled by 
the holy Fathers, Leo and Flavianus and the Bifhops of 
(:) A@.11.Bin. Alexandria and Antioch (4), By which the Reader 
pag.301.Lab, may fee there is no credit to be given to Baronius 
ree Quotations, who alwaysrefolves by falfeé’ Citations of 
Authors , to-afcribe that to the Pope alone, which was 
done by him in conjunGtion with other Bifhops: And 
it appears, that the principal right over. Ephe/ws was 
in the Patriarch of Conftantinople, whence it was 
pleaded by the Friends of Baffianus, that Proclus of 
Conftontinople who had the right, received him to Com- 
munion: And Stephen urges, that Flavianus of Conftan- 
(k) lbid. Bin. ftinople expelled him afterwards (k), And therefore itis 
pag: 302. Lab. remarkable, that in the twefth A@ion where the Sen- 
estes tence wasto be pronounced, Anatolius Bifhop of Con- 
ftantimople declares his Judgment before the Popes Le- 
gates, 
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gates, and is’ always. named. before them in all that 
Seffion, where a Caufe was to be decided concerning 
a Church, which was {pecially under his jurifdiciion (J) 3 (2) A&i12. Ben. | : 
by which it appears, the principal Perfon in. the de- pag: 305, 306. Wey fl 
pofing of Baffianus, was the Patriarch of Comftantinople, &*°: ©! 77). a 
who probably defired the other great Patriarchs con-~” Aye 
currence for the better credit of his Sentence : More- 
over it is to be noted, that though: Pope Leo favoured 
the caufe of Stephen, and writ an Epiftle in his behalf 
mentioned in the Council;, The Popes favour did him 
no fervice, for hisCaufe was tried over again, and he 
depofed by this general Council as well as Bafianus ; ah 
and this by the confent of the Popes Legates, who not- ie 
withftanding their big words, did not believe it un- rt 
lawful for a general Council to contradict a determina- i 
tion of the Popes. ate 
The Thirteenth and Fourteenth Actions.concern on- : 
ly the Caufes of private Bifhops, who had complained 
to the Emperor (not to the Pope ) of injury done 
them ; and the Emperor appointed them-to be finally 
determined by the Council, and fo the Bifhop of Ni- 
chomedias’s Juri{dition was cleared, and the Bifhop of 
Nice ordered to be content only with the honour ofa 
Metropolitan(m). And inthe fourteenth AGion Atha- (m) Act. 3.Bin. 
wafius was fetled in the Bifhoprick of Perrbea ; and Sa- pag: 307: Lab, 
binianus, who claimed it, ordered to keep the honour “!: 7°8- 
of aBifhop, and to be maintained out of the Profits 
of that Church, asthe Patriarch of Antioch fhould di- 
re&t (#). Nothing is remarkable in them, but only () acts ,.Biv. 
that the Lay Judges pronounce the Decree, and not p.314. Lab.col. 
the Popes Legates, and then the Synod content. 717s 
The Fifteenth Action contains the Canons of this 
General Council for Ecclefiaftical Difcipline, three of 
which were recommended to the Fathers by the Em- | 
peror to be formed into Canons (0): So that in obedi- (0) Supr. A&6, i 
ence to the Emperor, they were obliged to make 
fome Ecclefiaftical Rules: And one of thefe is the 
fourth Canon, which decrees, that all Monks every 
where fhall be fubje& to the Bifhop of that Diocefs 
P2 wherein 
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(p) Act.15.Bit wherein their Monaftery is built (p); which being a 


pag. 326. Lab. 
col. 757. 


(9) Vid. Bever. 
not. in Can, 
Chalced. 4. 
Tom, 20 ps1 LI. 


(r) Nicol. 1. ep. 
g.ad Mich. 
Imp. 

(5) Biz. not. p. 
418.Lab. col. 
996. 


genuine Canon of a General Council, not objected 
againft by the Popes Legates, it is fomewhat ftrange 
that the Modern Popes have no regard to it, but daily 
and openly break it, in defiance of the Primitive Dif- 
cipline, by exempting all Monafteries from due fub- 
jection to their own Bifhop (q); and this meerly out 
of policy to make the Monks intirely depend upon the 
Pope, and ferve his interefts, The ninth Canon or- 
dains, that the Caufes betwen Clergy-men fhall be tried 
before their own Bifhop, and not in Secular. Courts; 
and if a Bifhop have a complaint againft his Metropo- 
litan, he thall go to the Primate of the Dioce/S, or appeal to 
the See of Conftanitinople: Which Canon Pope Nicholas 
refolved to force into his intereft, and fo ridiculoufly 
expounds, the Primate of the Diocef, is meant the Bsfhop 
of Rome, who w Primate of all Diocefes (r): Turrian 
as boldly expounds it, the Primate of the univerfal Dio- 
ce: And Binius in his Notes will have the word to 
fignifie the Prince of the Chriftian Diocefs (s). But all 
thefe feigned additions and forced glofles will not help 
them, becaufe the Canon gives leave to the Party in- 
jured to complain, either to the Bifhop of Conftantino- 
ple, or to the Pope, at his own choice, which fets that 
Patriarch upon equal ground with him of Rome. But 
the Original Word fignifies an Order of Bifhops below 
a Patriarch, but above a Metropolitan; and the Ca- 
non exprefly limirs Appeals either to be made by thefe, 
“pEaexot, Primates, who had Juri(iction over. the Pro- 
vince, or to the Patriarch of Constantinople; which 
fhews that this Council never thought of any Right 
that Rome then had to receive Appeals from all parts 
of the World. And if any queftion why the Pope is 
not here named, at leaft, for the Weftern Churches 
Appeals, as well asthe Patriarch of Conftantinople for 
the Eaftern; Itake the true reafon to be, the abfence 
of the Popes Legates from this Seffion, confifting only 
of Oriental Bifhops; for which reafon they modettly 


refufed to decree any thing concerning Dilcipline in 
the 
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the Weft, leaving affairs there to proceed according to 
parity of Reafon. We may add, that the Latin Ver- 
fion of the fixteenth Canon hath put in the word [con- 
ftentes| into the Body of the Canon, which is not in 

the Original *, but Labbé leaves out this corruption. * Binpag.328. 

But that which hath occafioned the greateft Con- Vey 

-troverfie, is the twenty eighth Canon, awderein this He 
“Council confirms the Decrees. of the Fathers, and the Hh 
fecond Council of Conftantinoples Canon about the Privi- nae 
ledges of that See. For as the Fathers bad given the See 
of Rome its priviledges, becaufe it was the Imperial City, 
for the fame reafon the fecond General Council gave like 
honour tothe See of Conftantinople ; and would bave it 
alfo even in Ecclefiaftical Affairs, to be advanced to the a 
fecond place: And they order that the Bifhop of Conftan- ali 
tinople fhould ordain and have a Furifdittion over all the aa 
Metropolitans of the Diocefes of Pontus, Afia and Thrace (tr). (t) Act.15. Bin, oo) 
The Modern Romanifts: do all they can to. fupprefs or P8- 339: £02. ‘a 
baffle this Canon.. The Editors put a Note before ie, SM ASS: ue 
that it is not in their Greek Manufcripts; but that is 

no wonder, fince it hath been long the defign of their 

Church to conceal this Canon ; but that fuch a Canon 

was really made at Chalcedon, is apparent, not only 

from the fixteenth A@ion, where it was read at large, 

and allowed by the whole Council, and confirmed by 

the Lay-Judges, notwithftanding the oppofition of the 

Popes Legates ; Buc it is alfo found in all the Greek 

Colle@ors, cited in Photius his Nomo-Canon (writ 

above goo year ago) and is allo extant in that old 

Latin Interpreter, who put out the Canons before Di- 

onifius exiguus (that is, foon after the year 500) (u) :()Bever.Pand. 
So that there is no doubt but this Canon was really Tom. 2. annot. 
made at Chalcedon. Yet Gratian would not cite it under P*8 **+ 

the name of a Canon of Chalcedon, but quotes it out of 

the fixth General Council, wherein there are almoft | 
the fame words; but his old Editions ( which were in i 
ufe while the Roman Primacy was fetting up) had ri 
grofly corrupted the main words of it, and initead of i 
the afirmative etiam in rebus Ecclefiafticis non [es ac 
ilar 
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lam extolli; —— 8c. it was in him non tamem in rebus 


(w) Vid. Grati- 


an, Wecret. par. 


J. dift.°22, c. 6. 
in note 
(x) Edit. in 


Ocrav. Francof. 
1585. 


Ecclefiafticis magnificetur, ut illa (ov), which quite alters 
the fénfg, and makes it feem as if the Council had not 
fpoken of any Ecclefiaftical Priviledges 5 whereas they 


fpeak of no other but fuch. Now this was fo apparent 


a falfification, that the later Copiesof Grarian have 
mended it, and made it ec now (x): But this:was not 
till that Church had féen Con/fPantinople under the Tur? 
kifh Yoke, andin ho capacity to vye with her. 

In the Sixteenth A@ion the Popes Legates complain 
to the Judges, before all the Council, That this Canon 
was made after. their departure, and irregularly ; and defire 
it may be read: They were anf[wered by the Arch- Deacon 
of Conftantinople, that it was cuftomary in General Coun- 
cils to treat of Difcipline after matters of Faith , that they 
told the Popes Legates this, and defired their concurrence 
as to what fhould be done for the Church of Conftanti- 
nople ; but they refufed, [aying they had ether Orders; upon 
this they acquainted the Fudges, and they commanded the 
Council to proceed; and fo they did, nothing being done 


fraudulently, but all publickly and canonically; upon this the 
Cy) Act.16.Bin, Canon aforefaid was read (y). Then the Legates Objecti- 


pag. 333. Lab. 
col. 792. 


(z.) Baron. An. 
45% pe T57ec. 
(a) Bin. Annot. 
pag. 418.col.2, 
B. Lad. col. 
997. 


ons were heard and anfwered ; Firftto his infinuation, 
that it was fraudulently obtained: The Bifhops all de- 
clared, and efpecially thofe of Pontus and fa, newly 
{ubjeéted to Conftantinople , that they confented and 
fab{cribed to this Canon, without any circumvention 
or force, voluntarily and freely. Secondly, whereas 
the Legates pretended it was contrary to the Nicene 
Canons; and cite the fixth Canon of Nice falfly, put- 
ting this forged Title (That the Church of Rome always 
had the Primacy)-into the body of the Canon: The 
Council firft difcovers the fallacy by reading a true and 
authentick Record of that Canon, without that cor- 
rupt Addition, ( though ftill Baronius (z) and Binius (a) 
blufh not to argue from this feigned Addition } 3 ane 
then was read the Canon of the fecond Council at 
Conftantineple, (for in that Age the Popes Caufe was 


to be judged by the Canons) to both which this ae 
Oo 
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of Chalcedon was thought fo agreeable, that the Bifhops 
principally concérned, declared again, they had freely 
fubfcribed it'as agreeable both tothe Canons and ‘Cu- 
ftom. And Eafebius, Bifhop of Doryleum, declares he 
read that Canon of Conftantinople, here confirmed, to 
the Pope at Rome, and he owned it: Where by the 
way, Baronius egregioufly -prevaricates in expounding 
hane regulam (that is, this Canon of the fecond Ge- 
neral Council) of Exfebius his rule or confeflion of 


Faith (2), quite contrary to the plain fenfe of the Bi- (4) peron. 4m 


fhop here. To proceed, whereas the Legates objected 451. pag. 126. 


Thirdly, That the Bifhops of Con/tantinople had not 5. pag. 342: 


formerly ufed the Rights now conferred on them; the £4? co! 8 


contrary is manifeft, both as to precedence, fince all 
the Acts of this Councii thew, that Azatolius fate and 
{poke in the fecond place next tothe Popes Legates; 
and they had faid in the firft A@, that his due was 


160 


the fecond place (c).. And as to. JurifdiGion, the very (c) Act. 1. Bin. 
Bifhops of thefe Provinces do in thefe Ads, declare the pag.s 0.Lab.col 


Patriarchs of Cos/tantinople had ufed itin their Coun- 115. 


tries and Diocefes for many years: Upon which the 
Judges pronounce the Sentence, and give the {écond 
place to Conftantinople, with the Patriarchal Jurifdiai- 
on over thofe Provinces named in the Canon, to 
which the whole Council confents, except the Popes 
Legate, who entred his Proreftation againft it; bue ftill 
the Bifhops ftood firm to the Canon, and the Judges 
declare it valid, with which this General Council 
is. concluded. Baronius thinks the final Acclamations 


are wanting (d); if they be fo, wé may eafily guefs cz) Baron Aw, 
who rafed them out ; even that Church which then, 451. pag. 158. 


and fince hath oppofed this Canon, and would conceal 
that General Confent by which ic pafled. But the laft 
words are plain enough, where the Judges fay, The 


whole Synod hath confirmed it (€), even though the Le- (e) Act.16. pin, 
gates did diffent. I fhall conclude this Hiftory of Fact, P98: 344: Lad. 


when I have noted two Corruptions in favour of the °°! 82° 


Roman Church, which are evident in this laft Aa. 
Firlt, The Latin Verfion affirms the Judges faid, Rome 


truly, 
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truly, by the Canons had all the Primacy, omnem Primatum.; 

but the Greek is, wet miyJov wer rh awedleia, the Primacy 

(f)ib.Biapag. before all others (f), whichis not a Supremacy over all 

343.La).col. other Bifhops, but the firft place among them: Again, 

hk the Legates in the Latin Copy fay, The <Apoftolical See 

onght not to be humbled im our prefence; but the Greek 

is quite different, that is, the Apoftolical Throne command- 

ég) ld. ibid. ed that all things fhould be done in our prefence Cg): But 

a he who made the alteration was one who dream’d 

ab that this Canon was to humble Rome, whereas it takes 

eee not away the firft place from the Pope, only gives 

| the fecond equal Priviledges within its own bounds. 
me to Conftantinople.. 


§. 4. We fhall now proceed to the third part con, 
cerning what was done after the Council, and there 
will fhew that this Canon was valid, notwithitanding 
the diffent of the Popes Legates, and. Leo’s furious en- 
deavours to annull it. 

The firftthing, after the Councils {peech to the Em- 
peror, in the old Collectors of Councils, was theIm- 
perial Ediéts, by which the Decrees were confirmed ; 
but thefe late Editors have removed thefe into the 

(h) Bin. par. 3. third place (4): And firit fer down a pretended Let- 
| Bats ee ter from the Council to the Pope, which is done only 
im Labiipae. 840.00 impofe upon unwary Readers, and make them think 

7 it was not the Emperor, but the Pope who had the 
power of confirming the A&s.But as to the Epiftle ic felf, 
*t was dated in the end of March, four Months after 
the Council was feparated ; and ( if it be not a For- 
gery, as fome vehemently fufpect, on the account of 
2 foolith and improbable ftory in it of Euphemia’s dead 
body confirming the true Faith by a Miracle ) it was 
By writ not by the General Council, but by Axatolius, af- 

8 | ter he had heard of the Popes diflike of the twenty 
oi eighth Canon; and therefore he doth not defire his 

i confent to any other thing, but only labours to gain 
(2) Par3. num his affent to this Canon (4). So that Baronius falfly 


2. Bin.pae.3 50. . : 
eet argues from hence, # was the custom to fend the Decrees 
> 3 ot 
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of General Councils toRome, tobe confirmed by the Popes 
Authority (k): For this Letter was not writ by a Gene- (4) Baron, An, 
ral Council, nor doth it defire a confirmation of any 451- pag. 1595 
thing butone Canon, which ftood firm notwichfand- 

ing the Pope always difallowed it: I only note that 

where the original is evvidos xnueror, that is, taking bis 

wonted care, the Latin reads con{uete gubernando: Asit the 

Pope had by cuftom governed all Churchesas far as Con- 

ffantinople (1). 1 obferve alfo, that Binius leaves out () Ibid. Bin. 
the date of this Epiftle to the Pope, which is later in pag-351- Lad. 
time than either of the Imperial Edia&s; hoping by ° °37- 
that means the cheat of placing it before thofe Ediéis 

would be undifcovered , and that eafie People might 

judge ic a formal Letter writ while the Council was 

fitting, to Petition the Pope to confirm all they had 

done. I fhall not infift upon any more particulars, but 

{mile at Baronius, who for a few Complements, that 

the writer of this Letter gives the Pope, draws a ferious 

Argument for the Supremacy, and would have all 

Bifhops, even in a General Council, to be Sons to their 

Holy Father the Pope (m). To proceed, the Edi&s of (m) Baron. 4u, 
the Emperor are dated, one in February, and the other 451- pag. 159. 
in March, and they do. effectually confirm the Ads 

of the Council, and ordain penalties. on fuch as oppofe 

the definitions of the Synod (#). After: this follow (y) pars, num. 
three Letters of Pope Leo, dated allof one day, dire- 3 & 4. Bin.pag. 
Ged to Anatolius Bilhop of Constantinople, and to the 352. Lab. col, 
Emperorand Emprefs Adarcianus and Pulcheria (0), in all 84°. 
which he fhews his confent to the other things done at arya naa 
Chalcedon; but argues and exclaims againft the 287 ne ‘Be tae 
Canon, faying in his Letter to Pwlcheria, that by the col. 344. 
Authority of Peter be utterly makes it void. But all this 
{poils the Caufe; for notwithftanding all his huffing, 
this Canon did remain in Force; for Liberatzs, who 
writin the next Century, faith, The Fudges and all the 
Bifhops did not value the Legates proteftation , and though 
the Apoftolical Sce fill oppofe it, this which was confirmed 
by the Synod, by the Emperors,,Patronage,remains even till 
now (p); and Almain of later times affirms, the Con/ti 


(p).Liberat. 
rev. Cap. 136 
Bin. Tom. 2. 


Q tuition pir.2-pag. 126, 
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tution of the Council prevailed over tbe proteftations of Leo 
againft it: For the Canons of general Councils do prevail 
over the oppofite Decrees of Popes (q). And the Hiftory . 
of following times doth clearly thew, that the Bifhop 
of Conftantinople was ever after this reckoned the fecond 
Patriarch, and took his place accordingly in fucceeding 
Councils, and retained the jurifdi@ion over thofe Pro- 
vinces which this Canon gives him : Wherefore it is 
very weak in Baronius , from fome bold paffages in 
Leo’s Letters to draw this confequence, that it is clearly in 
the [ole power of the Pope to make void, what 630 Bifhops 
in Council, the Empercr and Senate bad agreed on and con- 
firmed (rv), For the contrary is clear as the Sun,that the 
Legates contradiction there,and the Popes ranting after- 
wards, for all his pretended Authority of St.Peter,did not 
fignify any thing towards a real annulling this Canon;. 
and the more he {trove todo it, the more he thewed his: 
Pride tobe above his Power: And indeed General Coun- 
cils were needlefs, precarious and infignificant, if any 
ene Bifhop were not to be concluded by the major 
vote, or had a negative voice there. But becaufe the 
Pope argues as well as condemns, let us hear his 
reafons againft this Canon: Firft, He every where 
urges, itis contrary to the Nicene Canon : But this is falfe; 
he and his Legates indeed pretend this, but the Nicene 
Canon wa’ read over in open Council, and all of them 
unanimonufly agreed, it did no way contradict it: 
The Council of Nice declared thofé Patriarchates,which 
Cuftom had then fetled, and (fince after that time Con- 
frantinople came to be the Imperial City,) the fecond: 
General Council, and this at Chalcedon had as good 
right to declare Con/tantinople a Patriarchate, as the firlt 
at Nice had to declare others; and fince Precedency 
was purely of Ecclefiaftical Inftitution, and given (as 
this Canon faith,) on confideration of the honours of 
the Cities, when the Emperors had made this City 
equalto old Rome, as to the Civil State, the Council 
mighe allot ita fuitable precedence in the Church, 
which was a perfe@ting of the Nicene Canon, and a 
pro- 
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proceeding upon the fame reafon; but no contradi- 
ction to it. Secondly, Leo argues, that this was a pre- 
judice to the two Sees of Alexandria and Antioch, which 
were elder Patriarchates, and fo ought to preceed Con- 
ftantineple: L reply, Maximus Bifhopof Antioch did not 
think this Canon any injury to him, for he isthe fecond 
who fub{cribed it, and all-along in the feveral Seflions 
Anatolius {at and {poke before him: And though Leo ftood 
nicely upon his points in thefe matters, we donot find 
other Bilhops were of that temper; they freely fab- 
mitted to the Bifhop of the imperial City, efpecia}ly 


_ 


fince he only had a place before them, but no Au- 

thority over any other Patriarch: So that Leo need 

not make any objections for them, who are not found 

to complain, or to have thought themfelves injured. I 

fhall not infilt upon Leo’s infinuation, that this Canon 

was procured fraudulently, and that Anatolias his Pride 

made him feek it, and flrive to impofe upon the 

Council : For every body fees the whole Council clears 

him of this; and ’tis plaia, Leo was fac prouder than 

Ansolins; he icorned aSecond, and feared: in time he 

might prove an Equal: Butzatolias only got that place 

confirmed to him in this Council, whitch he and his 
predeceflors had held long before: 1 might add here 

the claborate Arguments of Baronius and Biniwss but 

fearing I have been already roo tedious, I hall refer 

the Reader to Richerias (who difcovers all theis Fal- 

lacies (s);) and make fome obfervations on the: refk of (5) pichey rit 
thele Letters after the Council. In an Epiltle ef the Concil. gen. 
Emperors tothe Monks of Alexandria, who. difliked Tom.1.cap. 8. 
the Council of Chalcedon, he recommends its defini: S- +4 
tions, as agreeing to che Faith of Athanafius, Theo- 

philus and Cyril, former Bifhops of Alexandria (¢), which .__ 

it feems was more confiderable to them, than the Faith a ie Avi pie 
of Leo, in whom that. Age knew of no Infallibiliry. 7s, alee 
Again, it is a good. Rule in an Epiftle of Leo’s, That 

none fhould feck his own advancement by the diminution of 
another (u), which had heand. his Succeflors obferved “ !i¢- num. 
they would not haye degraded all the other Patriarchs 72.77" }°8 
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to fet themfelves up as fupreme over them all. There 
may be fome fufpicion, whether that Epiftle of Leo 
to Maxivmus Bifhop of Antiech be genuin; however 
there is a very improbable ftory in it, wz. That ‘Fu- 
wenales of ‘ferufalem had fought to get the jurifdiGion 
of all Paleftina in the famous General Council of E- 
phefus,*and that Cyril had writ to Leo to joyn with him 
in oppofing that defign ; whereas that Council of E- 


() Ibid. num. phefas was held nine years before Leo was Pope (w); 
17. Bin. pag. and therefore Leo could not be applied to, as to any 
370. Lab col. thing agitated in that Council: After this follows a 


$84. 


multitude of Epiftles, in anfwer to the complaints of 
the Egyptian Bifhops, who adhered to this Council of 
Chalcedon, and the Emperor Leo’s Order to all Bifhops, 
to give the Senfe of every Provincial Church, concern- 
ing this General Council which fome heretical Monks 
had queftioned: For thisEmperor prudently avoided 
the charge and trouble of another General Council, 
appointing the Metropolitans to call their own Bifhops 
together at home, andto fend him their Opinion of 
this Council of Chalcedon; which was univerfally own- 
ed by all in their feveral Letters, tohave been an Or- 
thodox Council, {ufficiently approved and confirmed : 
Now had the Pope then been infallible, or thought to 
be fo, it had been fufficient to write to him alone, and 
he could have told the Emperor the Senfe of the Ca- 
tholick Church; but he was only writ to as other 
Bifhops were, to declare hisown Opinion: So that in 
this proceeding there are no marks of his Supremacy ; 
for the other Bifhops confirm the Faith decreed in this 
Council as well as the Pope, nor did his ratifying ie 
make it needlefs for the Emperor to require the fen- 
timents of others. 


§. 5. We have no more to add to this, but only to 
make a few brief Remarks upon fuch paflages in Binzws’s 
Notes upon this Council, as have not yet come under 
our confideration. The Miracle of Euphemia the Mar- 
tyrstaking the Orthodox Confefion of Faith as ui 

and. 
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Hand ( fo long after her Death and Burial ) and caft- 

ing away that which was Heretical, is only hinted at 

in that fufpicious Epiftle from the Council €«): But the (x) Par. 3.num, 
Notes and Baronius cite, for the formal ftory, no Au- 2: B/#.pag.351 
thor elder than Metapbrajtes, who lived above 4.50 years 47-60! 836. 
after; and if we confider how he and the later Writers, 

who mention it, vary and contradi& one another in 

the time and manner of this pretended Miracle (7 ), (7) Vid. Bin. 
we fhall eafily difcern the whole Story to be a Fiction. not. P- 4To. 
A little after the Notes fay, that they bighly injure this 1* °°! 983. 
Holy Council, who [ay the Epiftle of (bas, which ws Here- 

tical, and contains the praifes of Heretichs, and the con- 

demnation of the Orthodox, was received and approved by 

the Fathers at Chalcedon; for thofe who fay fo joyn 


with the NeStorians (%). But alafs it proves very un-(z) Bin. not. p, 


luckily, that ic was Pope Vigilius who faid this, and 411.col 1. 
who was condemned for an Heretick for this and other 4%” ©! 984. 
things of like nature, by the fifth General Council (2) 5 (2) craken- 
and Binius knew this well enough, bue becaufe it was ¢/orp. Vigil. 
a Friend, he conceals his Name. Again, he tells us Dormit. chap. 
of one Fulianus, Bifhop of Coos, that he was the Popes ** P: '°7: 
Legate(b), and fo he is called indeed in the Subfcri- (3) noe, pin 
ptions fometimes; but let ic be noted, that the Pope p. 411. col. 2, 
doth not name this Fulianus in his Letter to the £24 ur fupr. 
Council among his Legates (c); but Pa/chafinus,Lucenti- (.) par. i. num. 
us and Boniface with one Ba/ilins are there faid to be his 40, Bin.p. 31. 
Legates: And yet this Baflius never appeared in the Labcol. 70. 
Council, which makes a very Learned Man conjecture, 

that the Fathers at Chalcedon reje&ed two of thofe 

whom the Pope. had nominated for Legates, viz, this 

Bafilius and ‘fulianus, the former not being admitted 

into the Council, and the later having no other place 

than what his own See gave him; fo that Baronius his 
obférvation concerning this -‘fulianus his {peaking La- 

tin, as the dignity of the Roman See required, will not 

prove him properly a Legate, or if it do (4), then the 0) payin iy 
Council placed the Popes Legates as-they pleafed.More- 45 1eP. Late 
over, the Notes call the excommunicating of the Pope 

by Diofcorus, (celus inauditum,an unkeard-of-wickednef; and 

alittle 
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a little after they fay,74at Diofcorus was the fire that ever 

was known to excommunicate the Pope, or had committed 

(c) Bm. not. p. this unbeard-of-wickedneB (e). But why all this? Doth 
412, col.1.C. the Council fay fuch a Fa& was never attempted nor 
*col.2.D, heard of before ? No, that is their addition, for we 
have heard of Afian and African Bifhops, who took 

themfelves to have as much Power to excommunicate 

Vitior and Stephew, Bithops of Rome, as they had to Ex- 
communicate them. And we have heard of Liberius 

and Felix,whofe Communion was renounced by the Or- 

thodox ; and therefore. Diofeorus?s fault was his excom- 
municating an Orthodox Patriarch ina pack’d, private, 

heretical Synod, not becaufe this Patriarch was Bifhop 

of Rowe ; for had Leo deferved this Sentence by holding 

Herefie, no doubt a greater Council would afterward 

have ratified it, and joyned with Diofcorus. In theac- 

count which the Notes give of the third Seffion, weare 

told that Diolcorus was accufed for wafting the Goods left to 

the Pear, and Pious Ufes, by a Noble Lady deceafed, fo that 

#0 Incenfe could be offered for her Soul. And Binius and 

ee Baronius hence infer that they ufed then to pray for the 
 abmsetiek Dead (f). But if we look into the Council, this will 
Zab.col. 986, 4PPeat an invention of their own ; for there is no men- 
Baron. Anas}, thOM Qf praying for that Ladies Soul, or offering incenfs 
P 144. for it to God; but only thar Diolcorus by (pending her 
Gifts riotcufly, had ( as much as in hina lay) hindred the 

(g) Act. 3. Bin. offering a [weet Savour ta God out of her oblation(¢). Now 
p-183.L0o. whether this fweet. Savour be meant literally of In- 
col. 401. cenfé, then ufed in Chriftian “Churches, or allego- 
rically of Alms, (fo called. Philip, iv. 18.) yer fill there 

is not the leaft intimation that either of thefe were of 

fered. for the Lady or her Soul, or any Prayers made 

for her after her Deceafe. . Yet: this, falfe: Inference is 

(b) Bin. not. p. naufeoufly repeated again afterwards (4): In which 
417-col.1.D. lat place Binias faith, Diofcorus: ba wibh-holding the 
Lab.col. 994. [¥bear which the Emperor gave to the Churches of Lybia, 
fo that. the terrible and unbloody Sacrifice could not be offered 

(i) Bin.8 Lab, there,  @ clear Teftimony forthe Mafs (). Whereas it 
ibid. is only an evidence;, chat. the Eucharift was mae of 
} leat 
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Wheat, and that they received a large Morfel (as we 
Proteitants do) of the Holy Bread; and when it is 
called an unbloody Sacrifice, 1 think that to be a Tefti- 
mony, they did not believe the natural and true Blood 
of Chrift was there by Tranfubftantiation. It is alfo 
very falfe to fay, That after the Caufe of Sabinianus, 
Act. 14. the Council was ended, the Affembly diffolved, 
when the Legates and fudges went out,and that the Ealftern 
Bifhops Staid behind clandestinly (Rk) ; In which Words 
there are more falfhoods than Lines. For if the Council 


vas ended, how came the whole Council to meet again Lat. col. 991. 


without a new Summons, the very next day? Again, 
the Legates went out indeed, butic was after the Judges, 
not before them, as the Notes infinuate ; and the 
Judges went out becaufe the Caufes were all heard, and 
only the Canons to be treated of; but before they 
went they ordered the Bifhops to make fome Canons : 
So that to fay the Council was ended, and the Synod 
diflolved becaufe none but the Bifhops ftaid, is ridicu- 
lous, and contradicts his Note upon the third Seffion, 
where he makes it a moft clear evidence of a General 
Council, when the Bifhops meet without Lay Judges : 
If he fay the Popes Legates did wot fray; I reply, they 
were defiredto fray, and their peevith abfence could noc 
hinder the Councils proceedings, no more than Diofco- 
rus his abfenting ; and the Ads were next day appro- 
ved as good, though done without them; and there 
it was alfo proved, that the Council did not a& clan- 
deftinly ; yea, it is very abiurd to fay the going out 
of three Men from: 627 who ftaid behind, could make 
the Synod which remained, to be a Clandeftine Affem- 
bly : So that we may wonder at the boldnef of thefe 
Editors, who in fpite to the 2815 Canon upon falfe 
grounds condemn thofé AGions which were examined, 
jultified and approved by this whole General Council, 
We have in the next place an old Infcription, pretend- 
ed to have been made in a Chappel built by Hilary, the 
Legate of Pope Leo, after his wondrous e{cape from 
the Pleudo-Synod of Ephefws, in thefe words, Zo hes 


mrerineneee rpm rg Peart MERE 
iho STE Nie, DD Pera RAID PA LTO ag 


De-. 


(&) Bin, not. p, 
415.col. I. 


NS i) 
—- s 7 


(4 Bin, not. p. 
418. col. 2. 
Lab.col. 992. 
Baron, Ang 49. 
p- 96. 


(m) Pay.t,num. 
24. Bin. p. 23. 
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Deliverer St. John the Evangelist, Hilary, rhe Bifhop and 
Servant of Chrift (1): Which Infcription gives Baroni- 
ws and the Notes occafion toaffirm, that he had prayed 
and made Vows to St. fobs for his Deliverance. But I 
fee no reafon to believe this Infcription to be fo an- 
cient as the time of this Hilary ( Leo’s Succeffor Ax. 
461. ). Por in his Letter extant in the Council, he. re- 
Jates the Story of his flight, bute mentions no Saint at 
all, only faith, be trusted in the grace of Chrift (m). 
And this Style which is fo like the Pagan Vows to their 
little Deities, was above the Infant Superftition of that 
Age ; fo that befides the improbability of an Inferipti- 
on continuing legible for near twelve hundred years; 
none who knows the time of Hilary can believe the in- 
vocation of Saints was fo far advanced, for a Man to 
forget God and Jefus Chrift the only Deliverers of their 
Servants, and publickly, yea blafphemonfly to afcribe 
his deliverance to a Creature, Rom. i. 25. Wherefore 
we conclude this Infcription was writ by fome later 
Hand in times of grofs Idolatry and Ignorance 3 and 
that this which they call an Egregious Monument of Anti- 
quity, and an Argument for Invocation of Saints, is no- 
thing elfe but an Egregious Impofture, and an Argu- 
ment to prove the Fraud. of thofe who fet up falfe 
Doé&trines by feigned Antiquity. ?Tistruein the 1144 
Action, when Stephen, whom Flavian had condemned 
in his life-time, was depofed by the Council after. his 
death, fome of the Bifhops cried out, Flavian dives after 
hz death, the Martyr hath prayed for us (»); but thisis far 
fhort of the aforefaid Infcription, for they neither vow 
nor pray to the Martyr; only fince his Senrence was 
agreed to be juft after his death, they Rhetorically fay 
this feemed as if Flavianus had prayed for them*: Yet 
this (if it be genuine ) is the greateit ftep toward In- 


vocation of Saints that I have feen in any Writing of 


this Age ; though it be no more thana Flourifh, pro- 
ceeding from an excefs of Admiration of Flavianus, 
fo lately martyred by Diofcorws, the Mortal Enemy of 
thisCouncil. Concerning which Diofcorus ( for ia i 

Oo 
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of the Subjeé&) I obferve the Notes fay, the —Lgyptians 
gave him ( ohhorrible) Divine Honours, and Religtous 


Worfhip after bis Death{o); which means no more, a& (0) Biz. not. p. 

Baronius (the Author of the Story ) faith, but that they 419. col. 1. | 
worlhipped him as a Saint, and gave him {uch Religious £26. col.998. a 
Worfhip as they give to Saints (p). Now the wary Ro- (9) Baron, An. a ne 

manilts will not fay thefe are Divine Honours, much lefs 452-p. 168. es 


were they fuch Honours, as were paid\to any Saints in 
this Age, or fome that followed : But when Modern 
Writers {peak of Ancient Times, they often {peak in 
Modern Phrafes; and fo Binius took it to be the fame 
thing to honour Diofcorus as a Saint, and to give him 
Religious Worfhip, becaufe they at Rome now give Re- 
ligious Worfhip to thofé they Canonize. 

And this may fuffice for this famous Council, where- 
in Leo (being all along Orthodox, while the Patriarchs 
of moft other great Sees had been either faulty or fuf- 
pected) had the greateft advantage imaginable to carry 
on his. great Defign of fetting up for the Supremacy ; 
and though by this accident, which he and his Legates 
improved, higher ‘Titles are given him, than to any of 
his Predeceflors or Succeffors for fome Ages in any 
Councils yet if the Forgeries and Corruptions be aba- 
ted, and the Fallacious Notes well underitood, there 
is no ground from any thing here faid or done, to think 
the Fathers at Chalcedon took this Pope for the fole, 
fupreme and vifible Head of the Catholick Church. 
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An Appendix. concerning Baronius’s 
Annals. 


§, I. "| YH IS Century proving fo full of various ob- 
fervations as to fwell beyond our expeéa- 
tions, we muft here divert a-while, to view the Errors 
in Baronius, left the deferring thefe Obfervations to the 
laft, fhould make the Reader forget the Series of affairs 
he already paft, by laying thefé matters too far from the 
fe ian | sl Hiftory of that time to which thefe Notes belong ; and 
Fae | for brevity fake, as well as for the clearer fecing into 
1 £h this Authors Fallacies, we will follow our former Me- 
a ~ thod. 
ie And firft we will obferve, that when he would fee 
up any Dodtrines, or juftifie any Pra@ices of the Mo- 
dern Corrupt Roman Church, he generally cites {pu- 
rious Authors, or fuch as writ fo long after this time, 
that their Teftimony is juftly fufpected, fince no Au- 
thors of this Age domention any fuch thing. 

The Miracle of Fulia, a Manichean Heretick Wo- 
man, {truck dead by Porphyrius, Bifhop of Gaza, when 
i he could not convert her by Arguments, is taken out 
4 of a Latin Copy afcribed to one Mark, a Deacon of 
ee Gaza, very improbably ; but the ftrefs of the Evidence 

lies upon-the Creditof Metaphrajtes, Lipoman and Suri- 
us the Collectors of Legends, who trade in few others 
¢q) Baron dn, but {purious Authors(q). It were to be wifhed wehad 
403. pag. 179.fome better evidence of St. Ambrofe’s appearing after 
his death, and. promifing Viory over the Goths, than 
a Womans Teltimony: For both Orofius and St. Au- 
guftin, who write of that Victory, afcribe it wholly to 
the Power of God, and mention no Saint concerned 
therein. And Baronius cites both thefe, as well as the 
eredulous Paulinus, who. for advancing the credit of 
St. 


Centi®: Errors and Porgeries, &c, 1 23 We 


St. Ambrofe, records an Old-Wives Tale, not fupport- 

ed by any credible evidence (+). The ridiculous {tory (r) Baron, 41 

of St. Paul's appearing to St.Chryfoftom, who is pretend- 406. p. 2338. 

ed to have had the Picture of St. Paul in his Study, and/ > %¢ had 

to have difcourfed with the fenflefs Image, is not pro- Ma hilhinn sh: WA 

ved by any Author near that Age, but’by Leo the Phi: yon enim ind: | 

lofopher and Emperor, who lived 500 year after, and gent Sandi no- 

writ a very Fabulous Hiftory of St. Cory/offom’s Life 3Mtrisilluttrari ne 

and by a f{purious Trac of Damafcens, who lived 450 mendaciis, Ibid. a 

year after Chry/ostom’s Death(s). Yet upon thefe EA acta ‘pie ls 

Legefids the Annalift triumphs over thofe who oppofe 407. P. 286. a 

Image-worfhip. Like to this, is that fabulous Story of nl 

Theophilus, Bithop of Alexandria,not being able to die in hs) 

peace tillthe Image of St. Chy/oftom was brought to him, PR) 

and he had adored it (#); which he hath no other Au- (t) Baron. Ans 1 ial 

thority for, than the aforefaid fpurious Book afcribed to 412. p. 345. | ae 

a late Author Damafcen; for the Writers of this Age nn 

mention no fuch thing : And there can be no doubre i 

but the Relation is falfe, becaufe St.Cyril, Theophilus his 

Nephew and Succeflor continued for fome time to have 

as ill an opinion of St. Chry/oftom, as his Uncle had to 

his laft breath, as his Letterto Afticus (in Baronias) (u) (u) 1d. ibid. p. 

fhews : And therefore there is a Story invented of a 348. 

Vifion appearing to St. Cyril, by which he was terrified 

into a good opinion of St. Chry/offom: But. though the 

Quarrel he had at firft to his memory be real, this Ap- 

parition is feigned, and proved by no elder nor bet- 

cer Authors Gv) than Nicetus and Nicephorus. Another (0) Id, ibid. p. 

Forgery of St. Cyril's removing the Relidts of St. AZark, 351. 

and other Saints into a Church, newly built in place 

of an Idol-temple, and thereby clearing it from Evil 

Spirits, hath no better Authority than certain Legends 

read in that woful Council of Nice, which fet up 

image-worfhip 300 year after this Age (x), ‘The Reé-(.) paren, au, 

velation of the Relicks of St. Stephen, pretended to be arq. p. 365. 

writ by Lucian, is tranfcribed by the Annalift, bue it 

contains many improbable lies, and frivolous imperti- 

nencies, fuchas Gamaliel ( the Mafter of St. Paul) be- 

ing a Prieft, and that ‘Se. Stephens body was éxpofed 
KR 2 to 
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Month, and were reproved by a miraculous appearance 

of Water in the Font on the right day of Eafer, if 

the ftory be true (¢,: However to confirm this relation, (7) 41.417. 
Baronius hath put together a great many fuch like Mi-pag. 406. 
racles, but writ by later Authors, (Caffiodorus An. 514. 

Gregory Turonenfis .An.590. Sophronius An. 630.) when 

all Men dotéd on thefe reports: But it is a lictle hard, 

that he fhould charge the Reformed Chriftians with be- 

ing mad, for not believing thefe fufpicious relations, and 

accufe them wich deriding the confecration of bapti{mal 

Water (e) ; which is a known praétice in all regular (,) payon, an. 
Proteftant Churches. A litle after he would prove the 417 pag. 407. 
antiquity of the Mafs by a fpurious Sermon, fafily af- 

cribed.to St. Auguftin, viz. de temp. Ser.r51.(f): And (f) Baron.an. 
he tranfcribes a fifpicious Epiftle full of improbable 418. pag.418. 
Stories for nine pages together, about the Miracles vid. R¢v*?.cen= 
wrought by St. Stevens Relicks, which Epiftle he would“ Bes ee 
prove by another Tra& equally fabulous, which fome 

fay,was writ by Evodius an African Bifhop; others think 

it was only dedicated to him, in which are Domuus and 

Domna (after the Gallican Fafhion in later Ages) for 

Dominus and Domina: But the judicious Reader who. 

compares thefe Legends with other writings of this 

learned Age, will eafily difcern both thefe Tracts to 


be Forgeries of the modern fuperftitious Times( g) : (2) Baron. An.. 


So that perhaps one Miracle-monger made them both. 418. pag. 419 


And Baronius had juftified neither of them, if he had ~44 428. col.” 


remembred what himfelf fays of a {purious Tract of phen aie 
An. 416. pags 


the Acts of St. Hierom, viz. That the candor of Ecclefia- 300. % Coci 
Stical truth, and the modefty of Chriftian fincerity, abbors cenfar. pag. 
always that which is. feigned, rejects and accurfes all that 205. 
is {purious ; The true Faith always bitterly hating and 
feverely punifhing every dye with the Author of it (h).; Bue ern ae 
his practice is every where contrary-to this profefion. .° 5. pas. 493. 
And foon after he cites the Lives of the Fathers, under 
Theodoret’s name,to prove the eficacy of St.‘fobn Baptifi?s” 
prayers , as to the Converfion of the Marcionites,. . 
whereas the Epiftle of Theodoret there cited, afcribes it 
to the divine ayd (i), And this fabulous Book of the 
} Lives 


(2) Baron, An, 
424: page 487. 
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Lives of the Fathers is defpicable for its grof$ abfurdi- 

ties, and can be none of Theodorets, becaufe it contains 

many Miracles, that Simeon Stylites wrought after his 

death; and Baronius himfelf owns, That Theodoret dyed 

(4) Baron. dn, {even year before this Simeon (k): Yet thisis the Man who 
453.& dn. is fo fevere an Enemy toall feigned Tra&s, who again, 
aN ce cites the Rulesfor conjugal Chaftity as prefcribed by St. 
bop, PS Augustin, but finds them only in a forged Sermon , 
(de Temp.pag.244. falfly alcribed to that modeft Fa- 

(1) Baron. an. ther (2); Wherein there is fo much Obfcenity, as can- 
425. pagso8. not be fuppofed to proceed out of St. Auguftin’s mouth 
in publick, and fuch asis hardly fit for Chriitian Ears: 

befides many things that would be hiffed at inany fober 

(m) Vid. Coci Auditory (wm). Again, he cites Sophronius his Pratum 
cenfur. pag. /pirituale, as a Book of good credit, and relating an 
eb Apparition of the Blefled Virgin as ic truly happen- 
(1) Baron. dn. ed (nu): Whereas both Poffevine and Baronius himfelf 
(0) Vid ong, ** Confels this Book to be full of Fables,and of no credit (0); 
mene ae and the Author of it lived above 20o'year after, ina 
228.” — credulous and ignorant, as well as a fliperftitious Age, 
whole name was not Sopbronixs, but Foannes Mo[chus : 

Upon whofe credit he would not have relied fo much, 

had he obferved'a rule of his own, That he who. writes 

the Hiftory of bw own time is of greater Authority, thas he 

&p) Baron: An, Who writes after many Ages (p); Which Rule he breaks 
431. pag.6o4.1n the very next Page, by juftifying a Legend writ by 
Gregory,the Author of the Dialogues,long after the year 

600, and cited by Eulogius of Corduba, An.847. Con- 

cerning Paulinus of Nola, who. died 4y.431.asa Writer 

(7) Baron. ibid. Of Panlinus own Age teftifies there (q) : Whereas if 
pag: 605. this Fable were true,(as thofé late Writers relate it) Pau- 
linus muft be alive 45 years after; fo that he credits 

Jater Writers in contradiction to thofée of the fame Age. 

We have often feen modern Authors defcribing the 

holy Men of this and former. Ages, with Images, Cru- 

cifixes, &c. but Conftantius, who about this time writ 

the life of St. Germanus , mentions no Imagés or Cru- 

cifix among that which heleft at his death, but only 

a Box of Relicks, the fole point wherein Superftion 

was 


Cent.§: ° “in Baronius. 


was advanced as yet (r). And whereas late Writers of (x) Barow. 47. 
the Saints Lives fpeak of Addreffes to the Blefled Vir- 2 
gin, to deceafed Saints, &c. this old Author mentions ©? 


only Prayers to God; for thofe other kind of Prayers 
were not ufedin this Age. A little after he tells more 
Fables about: the tranflation of the Relicks of St. Ste- 
phen to Con/tantinople out of late and unfaithful Authors, 
duch as Cedrenus, Nicephorus, Nicetus, &c. but he him- 
felf obferves, that they donot agree as to the time, 


nor the quantity of the Relicks tranflated (s): And (:) Boron dn. ah 
this difagreement fhould have made him fufpect the 439+ P- 667. 


whole for an Impofture: And if the Reader con- 
fider what incredible Stories are told of the Miracles 
wrought by the Relicks of this one Martyr, in Sardinia, 
Africk, Spain, Paleftine and ConfPantinople, 8c. he mutt 
believe they cut his Body into as many pieces as there 
were Stones thrown at him, and will wonder how the 
Body could become whole again, and be intirely 
tranflated out of Paleftine in the year 4.39. What Tdeo- 
doret relates of one African’ Virgin Captive, may be 


believed to be true, and that Relation hath no Miracle. 


in it: But when Ado, of Vienna, writ the Aéts of ano- 
ther Virgin, called Fulia, captivated at the fame time, 


127 


5- po 652, 
4° 


he hath ftuffed the Story with Miracles (+); and the (t) Baron, An. 
only reafon of this difference is, that this later Author 440. Tom. 6 
writ his Martyrology, Anno 850, that is, above 4.09 Pr 6 


year after, when Legends grew to be more in Fathion. 
The Annalift takes great pains to prove certain Ho- 
milies (which fome aftribe to. Eu/ebius Emiffenus, others 
to Fauftus Rhegienfis, others to Cafarius of Arles). to 
be the work of Eucherius, Bifhop of Lyons; but as the 
Author is uncertain, the matter of them is jultly to 
be condemned, being full of Superftitions, and fome 


that came not in till the corrupter and later Ages (wz). (u) Baron. 4n, 
However, Baronius was obliged to get thefe Homilies 441. p. 8. 


afcribed to fome Writer of good repute, fince many of 
the evil PraGices and 


which cannot be juftified by known and genuine Au- 
thors, are. defended by fuch obfeure Trads as this. 


Errors. of their Church (ay), () Vid. Cocs 
cenfor p. 117, 
118. Rivet, 

Crit. Sacr. lib, 


AZAIN, 4.0. 200. 
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(x) Baron. An. 


444.7. 19. 


(y) Id. ibid. p. 
2t. 


(2) Aventin, 
Annal. lib. 3. 


Pp. 225. 


(4) Baron. An. 


446. Pp: 39. 


(2) Baron. An. 
450. P. E17 
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Again, we have a very abfurd Story of St. Cyril’s con- 
vincing a Monk that Melchifedech was not the Son of 


-God, by a Revelation made to the Monk himfelf, who 


had fallen into: that Error (x): But that Fable of 
Cyril’s being a Monk upon Mount Carmel, is fo’ grofs, 
that he rejects ic with this Note, Tébar a vehement de- 
fire to feem of Antient Extrattion, makes Men. fometimes 
to dete (y )}; which Remark is moft true of almoft all 
the Monaftick Orders of. the Roman. Church ; for 
Aventinus, an excellent: Hiftorian, of their owm Com- 
munion, afhirms, be had difcovered the Monks were wont 
to delight the Minds of the vile Populace with feigned Tales, 
invented for gain, to. make the Original of their ‘Temples 
more Noble and Auguft (z).He bringsina ridiculous Story 
of an Image of the Blefied Virgin, found in a Cyprefs 
Tree, and of a Church built in the place by one Cyrus; 
Bifhop of Szirna; but the credit of this relies only up- 
on Nicephorus,.a modern and fabulous Author, - And 
at the fame place he brings in.aFi@ion of an Image 
of our Saviour, wounded by a Jew, but he knows noe 
when this matter hapned;. he thinks noe till after the 
fecond Nicene Council ; but why.then.doth he menti- 
on it in this Age? No doubt.to abufe his Reader into 
a belief that Images were then in ule. 'Bat the Story it 
{elf is all over Legend, and not: more Authentick for 
being recorded in their publick Monuments, and read 
in {ome Churches in the corrupt Ages (a), in which 
there are the grofleft Romances imaginable. A little 
after he taxeth Nicepborus for unfaithfulnefs and great 
miftakes in his Relations;yet immediately he cites him as 
good evidence for Relicks belonging to the Bleffed Virgin (6). 
in the next year we have two ridiculous Stories, the one 
of St. Stephens praying to St. Peter aind St. Paw tofpare 
his Chappel, when Mets was fack’d and burn’d by 


(c) Ida An.4s1.the Hunms (¢); the other of a Drunken Man, fhut up 


Ps 134 


(d) Id. ibid. p. 
137° 


all Night in St. Peter’s Church at Rome, and heard St. 
Peter and St. Paul talking together: But telling their 
Difcourfe next morning, he was ftruck blind (d). 
Upon which lait Miracle, Baromius gathers, thar 8 

Cis 
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Men may (ee great benefits are received by the intercefion 
of Saimts. ButI fhould rather think, he was blind in- 
deed that could not difcern thefe to be meer Fables ; 
and truly the only Author he cites for them is Gregory 
Turonenfis, who lived 150 year after, and is full of thefe 
Fiations, contradi@ting even Salvian, who lived inthat 
Country at this very time. But it is obfervable, that 
the Writers of the Lives of St. Lupus and Anianus (cited 
in this very place) do mention thefeé Holy Men as 


praying only to God in thefe Calamities (e): For the direct (¢) Id. ibid. p. 
invocation of Saints was not ufed, no not when thofe '35+13% 137. 


Lives were written. Again, after the Council of Chal- 
cedon had been confirmed by the moft Legal and Au- 
thentick ways, it is very ridiculous in this great Anna- 
lift to cite fo many frivolous Stories out» of Legends, 
how fome Ignorant and Enthufiaftical Monks confirm- 
ed it, or were convinced by Miracles, that it was a 


Genuine and Orthodox Council (f): For he cites no (f) Baron. ibid, 
better Author than Surius for thefe Fables, yet relates p. 160,161,&c, 


them with great confidence ; but this Caufe needs no 
fuch evidence. 


§. 2. Secondly, We will note fome paflages in genuine 
Authors, which he hath corrupted to ferve a turn: He 
that reads Baronius his Note in the year 402. that s# was 
an Ancient Cuftom to paint the Saints in the Churches, and 
that they ufe to worfhip them, with kindling Lamps before 


them (g¢), would imagine this Superftition was ancient in (g.) Baron. dn 
the beginning of the Fifth Century ; whereas the An- 4°. P. 163. 


thor he cites for this is Venantius Fortunatus, who lived 
till the year 6oo. that is, 200 year after, and though 
he {peak of a Pi@ure drawn on a Wall, and a Lamp 
befideit, doth not. mention that as any worfhip to the 
Piéure, that is Baronius’s own addition. Again, when 
he cites a Law of Theodofius prohibiting the Jews to 
burn any Crofsin contempt of Chriftianity, he adds, 
that they burnt the Crof together with our Saviour crucified 


on it (6); but that is his own invention ; the cuftom (hy Baron.An 
of making a Crofs alone being indeed very ancient, 408.p.272. 
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but the adding the Figure of our Saviour to it, which 
they call properly # Crucifix, is but a late device, and 
feems not at all to be referred to in that Law. To 
proceed, he makes Synefius a notorious diffembler, when 
he declares he bad most folemnly protefted to Theophi- 
lus, who was to confecrate him Bifhop of Ptolemais, that 
he would not accept that Order, unlef he might live with 


ates . bis Wife as before time (i). Now whoever reads that 
(i) Synef. epift. J 


105. Baron.An 


41o.p. 309, 


350, 311. 


(k) Aug. ep. 
163. Tom. 2. 


fol.1 5 3.& Tom. 


7. contr. Crefc. 


l. 3. £. $76 
(1) Baron. An. 


412, Pp. 336 


Letter may fee that Synefius profefles he tells truth in 
this relation ; yea, he folemnly calls God and Men to 
witnefs, that it is true ; he obferves Truth # one of God’s 
Attributes, and moft pleafing to him: Yet Baronius will 
have him to ufe the Art of Lying, in all thefe protefta- 
tions, becaufé forfooth he cannot think Theophilus would 
ordain a Bifhop, who fhould live with, and have Chil- 
dren by his Wife ; that.is, he meafures the Primitive 
Church Cin which there were divers Bifhops married ) 
by their Modern Corrupt Roman Standard. And _ this 
fincere Father muft be made to mock God, and de- 
ceive Men, and expofed as a Notorious Liar and Dif- 
fembler, rather than there fhould feem to be any dif- 
ference between the Primitive Church and theirs in 
the point of the Clergies Marriage. Again, he ob- 
ferves out of St. Auguftin (k), that he accounted the Coun- 
cil_ of Sardica heretical, becaufe Julius, Bifhop of Rome, 
was condemned there; and he infers, that whatever was 
faid or done againft the Pope was of evil Fame among the 
Antients (1): But if St. Auguftin had not been mifrepre- 
fented, there had been no room for this fallacious 
Note. St. Augu/tin blames this Council (in the fecond 
place cited ) as heretical for condemning Athanafins, 
and doth not mention Pope ‘Fulius there at all; and 
in the former place he names Athanafius firft, and Fu- 
lias only in the fecond place ; and he blames them not 
for condemning him as Bifhop of Rome, but becaufe 
he was Orthodox, as Arhanafius was. Wherefore Ba- 
ronius leaves out the main part of St. Auguftin’s Argu- 
ment, only to bring in a falfe and flattering Inference 
for the Popes Supremacy. And I have obferved neti 
6 


Cent. 5. in Baronius. j 
he falfly gathers, that the Roman Church was the fole 


Standard of Catholick Communion in Cecilian’s time, 

from a place where St. Auguffin faith, Cecilian of Car- 

thage, was a Catholick, becaufé he was in Communion with 

the Roman Church, and other Land; from whence the 

Gofpel came into Africa (m) ; that is, he was in Commu- (m) Aug. ep. 
nion with the Eaftern as well as the Weftern Church, 162. fol.1so. 


But Baronins is fo dazled with Rome, that where that is 227% 47.412. 


found in any Sentence, he can {ee nothing elfe: And? 33°: 
therefore when he cites this very place again a little af- 

ter, he would prove that Carthage owned a right in the 

Roman Church to receive Appeals, and this, contrary to 

the exprefs Proteftation of that African Council, where- 

in St. Augustin was prefént ; and the place it {elf doth 

not mention any Appeals, and fpeaks of Communion 

with other Churches as well as Rome (2); and-fo would (x) Baron. An. 
equally prove a right in other Bifhops as well as the 419:p-4$0. 
Pope, to receive Appeals from Africa, if that had been 

4dpoken of there. Further, from Socrates his relation of 

a Bifhop of Cyzicum, named by Sifinnius, Patriarch of 
Conftantinople, but not received, by reafon of their niifta- 

King alate Law made to confirm the Priviledges of 

that See of Constantinople, and this in the time of a 

mild and quiet Bithop; he infers, that this Patriarch 

challenged no right, no not in Hellefpone, by the Canon of 

any General Council (0). Now his naming a Bifhop for (0) parox. 4x. 
this City, fhews he challenged a rights which was well 426 P- 45 
known to be his due, both by the Canon of the fecond 


4 


General Council, arid by this late Law; but a peacea- 


te dr dae 
ble Manis receding from his right, after he hath made 
his claim, rather than provoke a Fatious City, is no 
proof there was noright, as Baronius doth pretend. I 
obferve alfo, that the Latin Verfion of an Epiftle to the 
Council of Epbefusy hath thefe words, cajus Religuias 


prefentes veneramini : Which is toabuféthe Reader into 

an apprehenfion, that the Relicks of St. Yobn were wor- 

fhipped in that Age (p): But the Greek word: is, (p) Baron. Az. 

7enwixgle(q),which importsno more than that they were 53 ae ok 

bomoured, which is far lefs than that which Rome now ee Saye 
3 givesn ee 
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(r) Vid. fupr. 
P: 37+ 


(s) Baron, An. 
432.p. 620. 


(t).Baron. Tom: 
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gives evento feigned Relicks of uncertain Saints. A 
like Falfhood about the People of Ephefus wer{hipping the 
Bleffed Virgin, I noted before (r). Again, he manifett- 
ly perverts a Phrafe of Theodofius, the Eaftern Emperor, 
in his Epiftleto Acacius, where he advifes the Neftori- 
ans to thew themfelves approved Bifhops of rhe Roman Re- 
ligion (s); which Baronius pretends, refpects the Weltern 
Church of Old Rome in Italy; but the Emperor plainly 
refers to his own Empire in the Eaf, which was then 
generally Orthodox, and againit Ne/forius : Conftanti- 
nople is often called Rome, without any other addition 5 
and Romania, or the Roman Empire, ts in many Au- 
thors of thefe Ages, put only for the Eaftern part of 
it. It isalfo very odd, that he fhould cite BafPs Epi- 
{tles to prove that the Roman Church was wont to fend 
Legates to regulate Affairs in the Eaftern Churches (7): 


6. 4m. 450. p-Whereas St. Bafil in many Epiftles grievoufly com- 


L166 


plains of the Pride of the We, and of their defpi- 
fing the Calamities of the Eai#, not'fo much as giving 
them that BrotherlyAid, which they might expec, 
when they were in great diftrefs; but there is not one 
fyllable of any jurifdiGion which the Pope then did [o 
much as pretend to over thofe Eaftern Churches. _ Leo 
was the firft who ventured to. make any fteps towards 
this Ufurpation, an hundred years after St. Ba/il’s 
time. To this device we may add his filent pafling by all 
that makes againft the Roman Church ; but being large 
in his Notes upon any thing which feemsto make for it, 
How many wordsdoth he every where ule when one 
is. defcribed to be Orthodox, for communicating with 
an Orthodox Pope? but when thofe are declared to be 
Orthodox who communicated with the Patriarchs of 
Conftantinople, Alexandria and Antioch (at that time dif- 


tu) Baron. Tom. fering from the Pope ). (#), we have not one obferva- 
5. 4n.404.p. tion of the honour of thofe Sees. Thus though he 


Pe 202. 


cite innumerable heretical and. illiterate Writings, 
meerly to confirm fome. incredible Miracle or fuper- 
{titious Practice, without any Cenfure pafled on them; 


yet when he comes to. mention the Imperfect work om 
St. 
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St.Mathew, afcribed to St. Chryfoftom (which many ag 
Roman Writers highly commend, as writ by a Catho- Uh 
lick, Antient and Learned Author) (2), he falls into a (») Vid. River. hi 
fic of railing againft ic, as Heretical, and what not, Critic. Sacrl.4. i 
becaufe in that Book we are told, The Scripture is the“ 'P-35' 
only rule by which true Chriftians may judge of the right Ve 
Faith (x): Which Sentence, though it condemn the(x) Baron. dn. ye 
new Romifh way, yet it isagreeable to the Primitive +°7-P- 255- i 
and moft Orthodox Fathers, who very often fay the | 
fame thing. *And Baronius relates a little before, that « 4). asta, 
a certain Bifhop who wrought Miracles, and convert- 137. 

ed many Pagans, charged his new Converts to apply 
themf{elves diligently to read the Holy Scriptures. More- 

over he brings in a Quotation out of St. Augu/tin, with 

a long Preface, becaufe he-defigns to mifapply it to ) 
juftifie the Roman Supremacy : But the place it felf ae 
plainly fuppofes the Weftern to be but one part of the can 
Catholick Church; only he thinks the Authority of La- 

tin Fathers alone, and of Innocent, a Succeflor of the 

Apoftles, Chief of this Weftern Church, might fuffice 

his Adverfary ( who was one of the Latin Church ), 

And as to Innoceni?s Opinion he might be fure ic would 

agree with what the African Councils had declared, 

and the Roman Church conftantly held with other 

Churches (y): Where we fee Innocent is only fet out (y) Baron. Av. 
as the firft in Order of Dignity in the Weftern Church, 419. p. 444.ex 
and his Opinion fuppofed to be right, not becaufe of 4%: contra 
the Infallibility of his See,or any Supream Power in him “4! bt &# 
to judge in matters of Faith,but becaufe he agreed with a 
the African and other Churches; and now de Fugfo 
took the Orthodox Side: Wherefore when Zofimus, 

and other fucceeding Popes favoured thefe Pelagians, . 

the Dignity of his See did not fecure them from the | 
Gentine of the African Fathers, as we fhewed be.. i 
ore.. 


§., 3. 
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(x) Baron, Ais 
404. p. 207. 


(a) Baron. An. 


412. p. 339, 
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(5) Baron. ibid. 
p- 346. 

(c' Adem An. 
404, p. 223. 
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§. 3. We pals thirdly to his rare faculty of fuppofing 
things without any proof, and fometimes making in- 
ferences from his own inventions, for the advantage of 
Rome: So when a few perfecuted Eaftern Bifhops of 
Chryfoftom’s party fled to the Roman Church to avoid 
the Storm, their own Patriarchs being all combined 
againit them, Baronius faith, they fled to it as to their Mo- 
ther, being admonifhed by the examples of their Predeceffors : 
And he goes on to infinuate a very falle thing, wiz. 
That af the Bifhops who were perfecuted by the Arrians in 
Conftantin’s time, in the Eaft, fled to Rome (x). Where- 
as only fome few came both then and now, and dire 
neceffity had left them no choice, nor other refuge. 
Thus he refolves Ruffinus thall be a Pelagian Heretick ; 
and out of a Council whofe Acts are not extant, and 
the relation of it only faith, Celeftius was condemned 
there; he will have Rufinus condemned in that Coun- 
cil upon meer conjecture, and can no other ways prove 
him a Heretick, but by one Witnefs, even this Heretick 
Celeftius, who being in a ftrait, cited Ruffinus’s words, 
but probably very falfly (2); fo that one Heretick fhall 
be fi ficient evidence againft a man that Baronzushates; 
but many Orthodox Witnefles will not perfuade him 
that Innocent favoured the Pelagians almoft to the end 
of his Life. It is an odd conjecture that St. Hirom 
would not tranflate any of Theophilus his Pafchal Epi- 
files, after once he differed with Pope Innocent about 
reftoring Se. Chry/o/tom’s name into the Dypticks (2): For 
except another guefs of his owa, without any manner 
of evidence (c), there is no-appearance that ever St. 
Hierom was concerned for St. Chry/ostom’s fufterings ; and 
it is certain he was kind with his Mortal Enemy TZdco- 
philus in the year of Chrift 404, when he got him to 
be banifhed; and it would be very ftrange that St. Hie- 
rom fhould refufe to tranflate any more of Theophilus’s 
Epiftles, on the account of a quarrel between him and 
Pope Innocent about reftoring Chryfoftom’s name into the 


Dypticks, fince the laft Pafchal Epiftle tranflated by . 
Hierom, 
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Hierom, was writ Anno 404.3 and Baronius faith, Theo- 
philus writ every yearone till Anno 412, but Chryfoftom 
died not till Anno 407 3 and Innocent himfelf did not 
quarrel with Theophilus cilllong after the year 404 : 
So that the Cardinal contradi&s himfelf, meerly to 
fupport an idle conjeGture, viz. That all Eminent Fa- 
thers loved and hated only thofe who were loved and 
hated by the Pope: And into what Abfurdities and 
Contradictions this Fancy hath led him, may be feen 
by comparing thofé two places aforecited together ; 
and we may note, that though it be certain Theophilus 
died unreconciled to Chryfoftom’s memory, orto Inno- 
cent, yet Baronius fhews he wascommended as a mo/f 
approved Bifhop (d), for fo it feems a man might be, (d) Baron. Ax, 
though he hada difference with the Bifhop of Rome. 412. p.346. 
Again, itis a bare fuppofition, ‘that the Priviledges of 
the Patriarch of Conftantinople afferted in the Province 
of Illiricum, by a Law of Theodofius, was founded upon 
the falfe fuggeftions of Articus (e) : For the very Law (ce) Baron. an, 
it felf forbids innovations, and requires the ancient Ca- 421. p. 475 
nons and Cuftoms, thus far obferved, fhould be in 
force, on which Theodofius plainly grounds the Jurifdiai- 
on of the Bifhop of Con/tantinople in this Province: So 
that he refers to the Canon of the Second General 
Council of Constantinople, and the ufage ever fince; 
and how could this proceed from any falfé fuggeftions 
of Atticus ? 

To proceed, Profper relating Germanus his going into 
Britain, as fome think, miftakes thetime at leaft feven- 
teen yeats(f), and fays nothing of St. Lupus his Com- (f) Viaspelm. 
panion in that Journey ; howbeit, becanfe Pro/per faith Goncil. ‘Tom. 
the Pope fent St. Germanus, Baronius will have him tox. p, 48. 
be authentick, contrary to all other Authors (g), who (g) Baron, an. 
affirm St. Germanus and Lupus were fent by a Gallican 429.p. 520. 
Council, to whom a Petition from the Bricith Bifhops 
was fent: However he affirms it for a certainty foon 
after (b), that St. Germanus was the Popes Legate into (4) Ibidp.523: 
Britain, which he had but half proved before. And 1 
one Author, who {peaks favourably of the Popes Au- 
thority, 
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thority, fhall be believed againft many of equal Cre- 
dit who {peak otherwife: I grant Profper is a credible 
Writer; only he is apt, for the credit of the Caufe, al- 
ways to bring in the Popes as Enemies to the Pelagians, 
{ometimes without reafon; and Constantine, Bede with 
others who write of this journey into Britaim, and al- 
cribe this miffion to a French Council, deflerve.more 
credit in that particular than he. . A little after, upon 
Cyril’s mentioning Neftorius’s writing to the Roman Bi- 
foop, in hopes to draw him to bis Opinion : Baronius fup- 
pofes of his own Head, that # was an ancient ule in 
Controverfies of Faith to write to the Bifbop of Rome, and 
that the part be chofe was generally favoured; fo that if 
Neftorius could perfuade bin, the whole Catholick Church 
would follow bis ‘fudgment (1); which is all Chimera, for 
Pope Victor, Stephen and Liberius of old, Vigilins and 
Honorius afterward, found oppofition enough ( for all 
the dignity of their place ) when they feemed to other 
Bifhops to take the wrong fide. From a fabulous Wri- 
(k) Via. TEL called Probus (k), who hath given us a Legend of 
Antig. Brit, St. Patrick's Life ; he not only confidently afirms that 
17. p. 426. Pope Cele/tine fent this Patrick to convert the Irifh, but 
infers from thence, That it was clear to all men, the 

Gofpel was to be received from the Apoftolical See for the 

el) Baron. An. conversion of the Pagans (1). Whereas it is not clear 
431.p.605- that Se. Patrick was fent from Rome; but it is clear, that 
other Heathen Countries have received the Gofpel by 

the care of other Patriarchs and Eminent Bifhops 5 fo 

that his Ground is but conjecture, and the Superftru- 

&ure wholly vain. ’Tis true indeed, that Pope Leo, to 

fhew his Authority, defired three Bifhops of Sicily to 

appear in his annual Roman Council once a year, and 

was the firft Pope who putthis Yoke upon them; bue 

how this new encroachment fleas the ancient obfervance 

of holding Councils of Bifhops twice a year, very bard to 

(m) Baron. An. compecture (m): only when a Pope alters the Fathers 
Tom. 6. An. . Cuftoms, the Annalift will fuppofe he obfervesand con- 
447-P. 49" firms them: And he could fee no ufurpation in this 
Popescalling the Sicilian Bifhops yearly to Ronmagai’ 

the 


(i) Baron. An. 
430. Pe §32- 
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the ancient Ufage. But when Diofcorus of Alexandria 
. would have encroached upon the Bithopsof Syria , he 
blames him feverely (2). We hall not mention the 
Authority of the Writings of Athanafins,Cyril and other 
Eminent Bifhops of other Sees,in Controverfies of Faith: 
But it is very impofing for Baronins to {uppofe, The Pope 
prefided as the Master over thesvbole Chriftian World, and 
out of bis high Thronetaught allmen the Catholick Faith(o); 
and all this only, becaufe Leo had the good Fortune (by 
his Secretary Profper’s help) to write one Orthodox 
Epiltle againft Eutyches in a lucky time, when a Council 
was to be called to condemn that Herefie: As to the 
Author of itEuryches,it was always a Rule in the Church 
to receive eventhe Inventors of Herefies, if they would 
renounce their Errors: So that for Leo to fay (in his 
Letter to the Council of Chalcedon) he thought they 
might deal fo with Ewtyches, is no manner of ground 
for Baronius to {uppofe, that this was ¢ {pecial Favour 
indulged to that General Council by the Pope, contrary to Ec- 
clefiaftical Laws and Cuffoms(p). For it is well known, 
that a General Council in that Age gave Laws to the 
Pope, but did not receive any from him ; and what. 
ever Leo’s Opinion might be, the Council were fole 
Judges of the terms on which Eutyches . was to be re- 
ftored ; and had-he Recanted they would have received 
him. into Communion by their.own Authority, fince 
Arius, Neftoriws and Pelagins had that Favour offered 
them. by former Councils ; and Eutyches would have 
found the like Kindnefg here , if the Pope had {aid 
nothing at all of the matter: Wherefore the Annalift 
hath crouded many Falfhoods into a few Lines only, to 
perfuade his weak Readers, That the Pope was above a 
General Council. And to make him feem above all 
the other Patriarchs, he fuppoles from a Letter of Theo- 
dofius the Emperor , which he never faw, and which is 
Mot extant, That the Emperor writ to Rome about the 
Succeflion of Anatolius at C onjtantinople, knowing it to be 
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(n) Baron. An, 


448.pag.5 4. 


(0) Baroy. An. 
449.pag 26. 


(p) Baron, ibid. 


pag 88. 


the Head of all Churches (q) Thisis a groundlefs Con- (q)Bar0.An. 
jecture, becaufe he doth not fo much as know in what 45°-Pag-1 1s. 
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(r) Baron.An. 
450, pag.117. 


(s) Baron. An. 
449.pag-I1l. 


(t)Richer. bit. 


Concil.gen. 
Tom.l.cap.8. 


pag.363. 


(u) Baron. An. 
45Opag. I I 8. 
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fiyle Theodofins writ; and it was an Ancient Caftom, 
for to give Notice to all the abfent Patriarchs , when 
any New one was elecéted , and the Patriarch Elect 
(even he of Rome) was obliged to fatisfie the reft by 
Letters, that he heldthe Orthodox Faith. Certain itis 
that Theodofins valued not Leo much; becaufe he con- 
firmed the Condemnation of Flavianus , though he 
knew that Pope and his Legates were of his fide; and 
it is plain by the beft Hiftorians that he died in this 
Opinion: Nor can Baronins prove, that Theodofius re. 
pénted of that miftaken Judgment otherwife , than by 
Nicephorus (an Author of no credit when fingle,) or 
that he Obeyed the Pope before hs death (x); for this laft 
he can cite no Author at all, and it isnot only a Con- 
jecture of his own, but a very falfé one. For the laft 
Letter that ever Theodofrus writ to Valentinian , not ma- 
ny Months before his death(s), thews how little he 
efteemed. Leo's Requelt for a new General Council, and 
how clofe he ftuck to Dio/coras, Leo’s Enemy ; and there- 
fore he could not write after thisto Leo, as Head of the 
Charch, His Succeflor indeed, Atarcianas, had fome 
reafon to Carefs the Pope , and therefore he writes 
more refpe@fully to him than other Emperors had 
ufed todo(t): Yeteven in that firft Letter of his he 
mu{t bevery fagacious, who can difcern what Baronius 
again fuppofes, Tiar Marcian turned bas Eyes to the Chief 
vifible Head of the Gharch, refolving to do all things by hus 
command, or (as he phrafes it) to beat’ ba beck: For even 
in this higheft {train of Complement Alarcian faith no 
more, but that /ixce Leo bad a principal Bifhoprick among 
the true Believers, he defires him to pray for him , that be 
might refolve to call a Council with Leo’s confent , to take 
away all Error and fettle a general Peace(u). Which 
implies the power of calling Councils was in the Em- 
peror, and the Popes part was only to confent as 
one of the Chief Bifhops , who was there to meet 
and confule: And if Marcian had known or _ be- 
lieved Leo to be the fole Supream Judge of all 
Controverfies, he would not haye been at the il 
¢ 
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ble of Calling a General Council, but ‘referred alt 
to him. 


§.4. The reit ‘of my Oblervations on Baronius thal! 
be put in Order of Time for the better affiftance of the 
Reader, and not under tho feveral Heads which doth 
too much feparate and confound things. 

When S. Hierom,after three years labouring with Po pe 
Anaftafius, had at laftgothim and the Roman Church 
to condemn Rufinus , he then at that time prudently 
appeals to the Roman Churches Faith for Trial , Whe- 
ther he or Ruffinus were the better Catholick: But 
Baronius, when he hath cited fome words of 8. Hierom 
againit Ruffinus to this purpofe, grofly prevaricates 
when he infers; You fee it was an undoubted Maxim, 
customary in the Mouths of all the Ancients, and a neceffary 
confequence , That if one were faid to fellow the Roman 
Faith, be muft needs be a Catholick(w),. 


ticular Controverfie fay this, This is not ail the An- 
cients: And many of them defcribe themfélves,as being 
of the Faith of Athanafius , Cyril, Flavianus, @c, or 
holding the Faith of the Churches of Alexandria, An- 
tioch, Con stantinople,-c. to prove themfelves Catholick 5 
and if S.Hierom did inftance now in Rome , the confe- 
quence depended on the Orthodoxnefs of the prefent 
Pope, not on the Infallibilicy of his See. And Pope 
Gelafius afterward confeffech, That che Roman Church 
in this Point was guided intirely by S. Hierom , She 


thought as be thought (x). So that to make a General cS bau 
conclufioa from fuch a fpecial Cafe, is very unrea. 4°? PS 5% 


declaring the Confent of many Churches is of greater 
Autbority, than that of the Romanalone(y). It hac 
well if their Roman Church had confidered 
Idolatry, when they went about to eftablith the ufe o; 
Images, as Baronius tells us Tkeodofius did, wheh he made 
a Law to prohibit any Adoration to be given to bis own 
Statues, becaufe uch worfhip as exceeds the dignity of Hu- 


2 Man 


fonable ; and S. Hierom himfelf a little after is cited, 
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For if we hear cw) Baron. An. 
one Father when he had the Pope on his fide ina par- 402.pag.156. 


Baron.An , 
° 


peen (y) [d, ibid. 
the per of pag.160. 


{z)Baron. An. 
404.pag 187. 


(a)Baron. An. 
4$°4.-pag.394. 


(b Id.ibid. 
pag. 206. 


(c)Barou,.47. 


405 -pag.23 8. 


Vid.item An, 


423°pag.48o, 
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wan Nature, is to be referved to the Divine Majefty. In 
the {ame place he relates how S. Chry/oftom reproved the 
People for their folly at thededication of the Empreffes 
Statue ; becaufe it is eafie in thofe matters to run into the 
fin of Idolatry (z). Which Obfervations of his own 
{ftand on Record in thefe Annals, to condemn that 
Church which orders Veneration, and all other ex- 
preffionsof Reverence to be made to all forts of Ima- 
ges of the Saints.. Again, he expofes his dear Church 
in obférving, That the Ancients preferved both the confe- 
crated Elements of the Sacrament in the Church, Butno 
fooner had he condemned us for not following this 
ancient Ufage, but he mentions as great an Innovation 
in their own Church , for he owns they have forbid 
the preferving any thing but the fpecies of Bread (a). 
Now I would ask, Who differ moft from Antiquity, 
they who totally take away one part of the Sacrament 
from the People , and keep only the Bread to be wor- 
fhipped : Or we who give both Bread and Wine tothe 
People as they did, and provide both, newly Confe- 
crated, for the Sick, whenthere is occafion, but reierve 
neither for Worfhip? Which was the ufageof the firft 
and pureft times. And why may not we forbid the 
neediefs referving of the Sacrament in either kind, as 
well as they may prohibit it in one kind? But fo infatia- 
ble is his defire to extol the Roman Church,that though 
he cite all he can find of this fore good and bad, he 
ovifhes (in one place ) he could find {ome things, which are 
not to be found, that be might let bis Style rum out om fo 
lufcious a Subject (b). We note alfo, that how much 
foever the Romanifts here in the Reign of King Fames 
the Second were for Toleration , becaufe it was their 
Intereft , Baronins highly commends the fevere Penal 
Laws made by Arcadiws and Honorius againft fuch as 
differed from the eftablifhed way of Worthip and pro- 
feffion of Faith (c); for Baronius is always a bitter 
Enemy to Toleration, and {tify oppofes. the taking 
away any Penal Laws. Moreover it is obfervable,. that 
though his Office be to write an Hiftory and wane 

_ Matter 
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Matter of Fac&t: When he comes to S. Hierom’s Book 

againit Vigilantius, he puts on the Character of a Dif 

putant, and makes large digreflions to the Hereticks, (as 

he calls the Reformed) to juftifie fuch a Veneration of 

Relicks, and fucha kind of worfhip of Saints, as Rome 

ufes at this day ; which kind of Veneration and Wor- 

fhip S.Hierom would have condemned as well as Vigi- BP beta 
lantius(d), had.it been pra@ifedin that Age. He notes ee 
that upon the difference between Theophilus and the , eg hee a A 
Pope about S.Chry/oftom, a Council of Carthage writ to pag.r51. 
Innocent , That the Churches of Rome and Alexandria 

fhould keep that Peace mutually which the Lord enjoyn-, 

ed(e), Which fhews., thofe African Fathers. did not!*)24”- 4. 
think one of thefé Churches fuperior in. Authority to.t°7P°8*> 3 
the other; for if fo, they had no need to write 

to Innocent , but only to Theophilus, to fubmit to. 

the Supream. Bifhop: For that was the only way to 

fettle a Peace, if Inmocent’s Supremacy had been then. 

allowed, And it isavain and falfe Conjefture , that 

if Theophilus had writ any Pafchal Epiftles after his 
difference-with In#ocent, no Catholick would have re- 

ceived them(f). for divers Eminent and Orthodox (f) Baron. ibid: 
Bifhops writ to Theophilus , and received Letters from 

him after this; yea, Synefius himfelf_writes to him, zo 

determine a Queftion by the Authority of his Apoftclical 


Succeffion(g), and he lived and died with the repute (g) Id pag.e6e.. 


of a Catholick, though (as I] have fhewed ) he never 

did yield to Pope Inmocent in the café of S.Chryfoftom. A-. 

like groundlefs is his Conjecture, That Arcadius laboured 

to wipe out the ftains he had contracted in perfecuting 
S.Chry{oftom,by tranflating the Relicks of the Prophet Samuel,, 

and by going into a Martyrs Temple and there praying (not 

to the Martyr,obferve that,but) to God (b).For if we fet (h) Baron ibid 
afide the two forged Epiftles. recorded by Baronius, pag.261. 
pag. 259. there is no.good Evidence that Arcadius, at 

the time when the aforefaid A@s were done , was con- 
vinced he had done any fault in the affair ofS. Chry- 
foftom;, wherefore he could have no defign to purge 
himfelf from a. Fanlt he did not own. at that time. 
In 
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In the next year he fpoils one Argument to prove 
theirs the true Church, ,viz. by Miracles, fince he owns 
Atticus , Bilhop of Conftantinople , did work a Miracle 
even before he held Communion with the Roman 
(i) Baron. 4z. Church(z), So thatif Miracles prove a true Church, 
408.pag.292. then a Church that feparates from the Roman Com- 
munion may bea true Church. Of which alfo we have 
another Inftance foon after, where the Church of 
Antioch was in a difference with Rome for many years, 
( Theodoret faith, 85 years,) yet all that while fhe was 
(k)Barenibid. Owned by the beft Catholicks for a true Church (&). 
pag:273. Nor do I fee how that can be true which Baronius 
affirms, That the caufe of reftoring the Eastern Bifhops to 
Communion in Chryloftom’s cafe, was only decided by Pope 
Innocent , fince Alexander of Antioch did tranfa& this 
affair in the Eaft, and 24 Weftern Bifhops fubfcribed 
with Innocent in the Welk, to teftifie their confent to 
(1) Baron ibid. this Agreement of Alexanders (1); yea,Tbodoret afcribes 
coc tye this, not to the Pope alone, but to all the Bifhops of 
(m)Ibid.p.275: the Welt(m). But the dunalift will have all things 
done by the Pope alone, right or wrong. Poor So- 
crates is branded for a Nevatian Heretick , becaufe he 
faith, Jt was not the ulage of she Catholick Church to per- 


* {n)Baron. An. fecute(n). Yet the Emperor Marcian (0), and Pope 


()Conel chal Gregory (p), who were both I hope very good Catho- 
ved. BinTom,uicks, fay the fame thing; and therefore we may dif- 
par.1.pag.361, Cern Baronius his Spirit, in being fo bitter againfi all 
(p) Greg Mag. who cenfure Perfecuting. In the fame Year we may 
ep-ad Epife. fee, that the Bifhops under Theophélus Jurifdiction (for 
Conflantinope all his quarrel at that time with the Pope) did referve 
(QBaron.4u. the greater Cafes to his decifion(g); and yet were 
410-P°B312 very good Catholicks all the while. When a 
Bifhop pleads for Mercy to fuch as have principally 

offended the Church, thofe Intefceffions with Pious 
Magiftrates ought to have the force of Commands ; 

But to make a general Inference from hence, That 

Bifhops ought to command things agreeable to the Christian 

()Earon. A. 7 ayy to Magiftrates (r), is to ftretch the Inftance too 
a es hig far. But there is another obvious Note from $. rec 
ine Ss 
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frime’s petitioning and urging Marcellinus. to {pare the one 

Hereticks, and not execute the feverity of the Tem- | 

poral Laws upon them , which Baronius would not i 

obferve, wiz. That the Primitive Bifhops ufed their aay 

power and intereft to get Hereticks fpared by Secular | 

Magiftrates , whereas the Inquifitors ufe their power ae 

now to oblige the Lay-Magiftrates to kill and deftroy a 

them. Further it is obfervable, that he rakes upon him | 

to interpret Gods Judgments in favour of his own 

Party ; and thus he expounds the Goths invading France, 

to be a punifhment for the Herefies there broke out (s), (s)Baron. ibid. aa 

which Salvian more pioufly makes to be a Scourge P#8'345- ee 

for their Immoralities. But I note, that it was but ae 

two year before that Alaricus wafted Italy, and took he 

Rome it felf; yet Baroniws could not difcern any Here- “l 

fies there, but his general Maxim is, That God a wont’ to 

bring deftruction on thofe Countries where Heresies arife. 

Now one might obferve Leo’s attempts to ufurp a 

Supremacy over all other Bithops , and the many pious 

Frauds ufed and beginning.now to be countenanced 

at Rome, about falfe Relicks and feigned Miracles, 

were as probable occafions of the Divine Judgments 

in Italy, as thofe he affigns in France. To proceed , I 

cannot apprehend how 4¢ticus could have. fo little 

Wit in his Anger againft Rome, as to call Paulinus and 

Evagrius fucceflively Bithops of Autioch ) Schifimaticks, 

meerly for Communicating with the Roman Church, 

and thisin a Letter to fo great a Patriarch as S.Cyri (t), (t)Baron. ibid. 

it he had known it to be then generally acknowledged pag. 343. 

(as Baronius often pretends, \that to be in Communion with 

Rome was a certain fign of a Catholick; and to differ 

with it, a fure note of a Schifmarick. But S. Cyril’s Re- 

proving Atticus for reftoring Chry/oftow’s Name into 

the Dyptics (which was the known defire of Pope 1m 

Innocent) thews (u), how little the reft.of the Patriarchs (u)Baron. ibid. nt aie 

valued the Judgment or the Authority of the Popes, p28-35°- 

when they fuppofed them .to be miftaken in the Cafe: 

For none could or durft have fo feverely Cenfired the 

Opinion of a Perfon taken to be a Supream and hese 
lible 
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lible Judge. Again, I wonder how Baronius could Re- 
cord without fome reflection S. Aupustin’s [peaking of 
Orobus hes Fourney from Spain into Africa, only out of 
Zeal to underftand the Scriptures, and bis fending him to 
Paleftine to S.Hierom on that Errand (w). For accord- 
ing to the Cardinals Notion, he fhould have been more 
zealous for Catholick Tradition, than for Scripture, 
and Kome was the only place both to learn that in 
perfection, and by thar to interpret the Scriptures-un- 
erringly ; and this was nearer to Spaim than either 
a Hippo or Bethlehem. But whilehe owns, thatthe Salva- 
t tion of fome, after they had been purged by the In- 
fernal Fire, was one of the Errors of Origen, and 

| (x)Baron-ibid. counted an Error both by Orofias and Auguftine (x), it 
ve pie feems to look ill upon Purgatory, which their modera 
ae Church hath made a Catholick Truth; but the Primi- 
tive cenfured it asa falfe Doctrine. The Reader alfo 
De may note, that when he is commending Theodofius for 
t his Piecy, he magnifies him for fafting upon Wednef- 
days and Fridays (y), (the days now appointed for Ab- 
ftinence by the Proteftant Church of England): So that 
a man may be a pious Catholick and not keep the 
Fafting-days appointed by the Roman Church, viz, 
Fridays and Saturdays. Moreover he contradi@s him- 
felf when he faith, According to rbe ancient ufage of 
| fpeaking, by the ApoStolical Seat, 2 always to be under{tood > 
(2)Baron. Ax. she Roman Church (z): Whereas he hath often owned 

#16pas 322 the other Patriarchs Sees had the Title of Apoftolical 

Thrones and Seats; and a little after cites Sidonius calling 

Lupus Bifhopof Troys, a Bifhop of Bifhops, who had 

(a)Baron. dm fat along time.in am Apoftolical Seat(a), he cites Poff- 

426. pag-499 ine in the Life of S.Auguftine , to prove the Pelagians 

(b)Baron. 4. syere fir? condemned atRome, and then at Carthage (6). 

41)-P48-474> Bue if the Reader confult that Author, he will find 

415. ‘ ‘ * 

that S.dugujtime writ againft them, and thatthey went 

near to draw in firft Innocent and then Zofimus to their 

party, tél the Councils of Holy African Bifhops had with 

much labour per{uaded firft the one of thefe Popes, and then 

| the other, that this was an abominable Herefie and contrary 
mm to 


(w)Baron, An. 
4.14.pag.36 3. 


(y) Baron. An. 
41§.pag.3 81. 
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tothe Catholick Faith (c): All which the Cardinal leaves (c)Pofid. vie. 

eut-, and from half the ftory makes a falfe Marginal P-@s-P.'7- 

Note, wiz. That thefe Heretichs were first condemned at 

Rome, and then at Carthage: Which is every way 

falfe; for if it be meant of Inaocent’s time, it is certain 

that the Africas Councils under the Primate of Carthage; 

yea, that of Ad@ilevs had folemnly condemned Pelagia- 

nim before this Pope would openly condemn them, he 

being under jufpicion of favouring that Herefie to the 

laft year of his Life(d¢); and this Council of Carthage (4) Vid. Innoc. 

did condemn thefe Hereticks while Zofimus did defend =pi*-26. 

them; fothat Africk, not Rome, firft difcovered and aa Pas 

cenfured this Herefie. He alfo falfly cites the Preface ~~" 

of S.Auguftine’s Books to Pope Boniface, againft the 

Pelagians, telling us he affirms, That the Pope being moff 

eminent in the higheft top of the Pastoral Watch-Tower, 

did watch over all; and from hence infers, That though 

S. duguftine and others fometimes call the Pope Brother, 

and Colleague, yet {till they own his fupream Paftoral 

Power(e). But all that S.Auguftine there faith is this, () Baro. An. 

Communifque fit omnibus nobis qui fungimur Epifcopatis +'?* P?B: 44% 

ojicio (quamuis ipfe in eo praeemineas celfiore faftigio) [pe- 

cula paftoralis: The Pajtoral watching is common to all of 

us who are Bifhops, though you have the advantage of a. 

higher ftation (f). Which words only intimate’ the Tene 

Dignity of the Roman See, as to Order; but plainly pias), gc. 

declare Bifhops to have equal Obligations to guard =~ 

the Church. And whereasa little after , from S. dugu- 

fline’s modeft Complement of fending thefe Books to 

Boniface , to examine and correét, he would infinuate 

fomething of Supremacy in Judging: This is no more 

than the fame Father ufed to do to all other Bifhops «to 

whom he dedicated hisBooks; fo he defires Claudius, a 

Private Bifhop to read and judge of bis Books againft Juli- 

an, dedicated to him(g). This therefore afcribes no Infal- 

libility toRome; andif S. Augu/tine himfelf had not judg- 

ed better of Pelagianifm than any Pope of thefe times, 

ic would not have been condemned there to this day, 

After all thefe Inftances of fincerity , we cannot wonder 
U that 


(g) Aag. ibid. 
contr.Ful. pref, 
fyl.202. 
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that he falls upon the Reformed as Innovators, for re- 
fufing to ftand to a General Council, and fo worfe 
(b) Baron.An. than the Pelagians who defired one (h). But this calumny 
419-pag. 442. will foon be difpelled, if we call to mind the breach of 
E. Faith ued to fuch as had trufted Rome, in the Council 
of Conftance ; the Tricks ufed by the Popes before 
the Council of Trent for many years together, to avoid 
a General Council, when the Reformed earneftly de- 
a fired one ; and the great partiality of that packt 
al Afiembly at Trest, who met notto examine or amend 
a Abufes, but to eftablifh them, and had refolved to con- 
demn the Proteftants before they heard them. It is 
fomething odd , that Baroniws fhould quote Gela/ius his 
Ceafure of the Legends and Ads of Martyrs, That 
fome of them were writ by Ideots , and fome by Hereticks ; 
wherefore the Roman Church then ufed not to read them in 
|) (i) Baron. An. pubdlick {i). For this condemns him for filling fo many 
) Pe 419 pag-459- Pages of his Annals with this Fabulous ftuff , and dif: 
if covers an alteration in the Roman Church, which of 
toh old was wifer and honefter than to read thofe feigned 
Legends, that in after Ages took up a great part of 
their publick Service. We may further obferve , That 
Leporiws,an Arch-heretick recants in Africa, and applies 
himfelf to the Galican Bifhops only, without any no- 
| (k)Baron. An. tice taken of Rome or Pope Boniface (k); which con- 
? . 420-pag-465- futes what the Annalist often affirms, That all great 
a | Hereticks were obliged to recant at Rome. He pub- 
by litheth a Refcript of Theodofius, and bidsusobferve, that 
ee it contains the principal Feafts received by the Chri- 
ftians: Now thefe are Sundays , Chrifimas and Epi- 
phany, Eafter and Pentecoft , with the Memory of the 
Apoftles Paffions, which is a Proteftant Catalogue 3 
and there is not one Feaft of our Bleiled Lady, Holy 
Crofs , Corpus Chrifti, @c. which are now fo famous at 
(1) Baron.dn. Rome in all this number afligned by Theodofins (\)3 
425. pag-489» which fhews they are Innovations, and the effects of 
modern Superftition. He relates it as the Cuftom of 
} | S. Auguftine and other Bifhops, as well as of Pope Ce. 
iD th leftine, to falute Presbyters by the name of Sons, and 
wR i Bifhops 


ie 
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Bifhops by the name of Brothers(m), which looks thot (m)Baron.4n. i 
favourably on the Pope’s Univerfal Superiority above 47°: P28: 498: at 
all Bithops whatioever. When Pope Gregory grofly aie 
miftakes Sozomen’s Hiftory for Theodorer’s, Baronius had a 
better have owned it; for none~ever thought Popes | 
infallible in their Quotations; but the Cardinal refolves 
right or wrong to vindicate Gregery(n), who rejects (n) Baron, Au. Tait 
Soxomen’s Hiltory for that paflage which is in Theodorer, +27-P98-597- eae | 
but isnot in Sozomen ; fo rathly do Popes judge fome- He 
times: The Paflage is about commending Theodorus of 
Mop{vestia as an Orthodox Father to the time of his 
death , which Theodoret doth affirm; but Sozomen only 
mentions this Theodorus (0) his Converfion by S. Chry- (0)sozomhitt. 
foftom, but faith no more of him; and Baronius is |lib.8. cap.2. | 
forced to fcign this Paflage was in that Part of Sozomen en 
which was long fince loft , and which probably S.Gre- ee 
gory himfelf never faw ; however Baronius knows no- : 
thing what was there written, and therefore it is very 
boldly done to fuppofe a thing for a certain Truth, 
which he could never know any thing of, only to fave 
the Credit of a Pope who had little or no skill in 
Greek Authors. Again, ’tis apparently partial in him, 
where he produces fome ancient Teftimonies of the 
French, being wont fo break their wards, to reftrain this 
in modern Times only to that part of them which is 
Reformed, while he boafts of his Catholicks as the 
qufeest Men in the Werld(p). To confute which, the (p) Baron. An. 
Perjury and Treachery of the Leaguers in our Fathers 428-pag.s12- 
time, and thé many Promifés and Engagements broken a 
cothe late Hwgonots inour days, are abundantly faffici- 
ent. He takesit for a proof, that the Eaftern Bithops 
ule torefer Caufes of the greateft moment to the Pope, 
becaufe one Daniel a French Bifhop fled out of hisown 
Country for his Crimes, (probably intothe Eaft) was 
complained of to the Pope, being Uncanonically Or- y 
dained; which Complaint the Pope tranfmits to the 
Bifhopsof the Province of Narbon, as the proper Judges 
im that matter (q); fo that this Canfe was not referred (q) ld. ibid. ! 
tohim at all, only he was defired to acquaint thofe 

i with 
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(s) Baroz. An. 
429 pag.§27. 
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with it who ought to determine that Point. Moreover; 
he makes it a certain Evidence that Socrates was an 
Heretick, becaufe he complains of Nefforius, for urg- 
ing the Emperor to perfecute Hereticks (as foon as 
ever he was Ordained Bifhop of Comftantinople) (1). 
But this Kingdom hath found Romanifts (when it was 
their Intereft ) to cenfure Men as Hereticks for the 
contrary, viz. for only infifting upon the execution of 
fome gentle Penal Laws upon fuch as differed from the 
eftablifhed Religion. He commends S. Cyril for his 
Modefty, in not mentioning the Fault of Theodofius his 
abetting Neftorius ; yet he upon bare Surmizes fpeaks 
very opprobrioufly of Fheodofius upon this account, and 
reflects upon all Kings and Sovereigns as inclined to 
follow his Example (s). Now if the filence of thefe 
things proves Cyril’s Modefty , who muft needs know 
whether Theodofius were guilty of this or no; Doth it 
not prove fomebodies Immedelty to rail by meer 
Conjectures at Theodofius and all Princes-? ‘To pro- 
ceed, Itisa very falfe confequence from Cyril’s calling 
in Celeftine to his affiftance againft NeSforius, and that 
Popes condemning the Heretick in his private Council 
at Rome, That it was the Ancient cuftom from the begin- 
ning, for S.Peter?s Chair alone to determine controverfies of 
Faith, and condemn Herefies with their Authors as they 
arife(t). For CyriJ had ‘firft condemned this Heretick 
and his Opinions , and the Pope only came in as his 
Second ;. yet after all it was neceflary that a General 
Council fhould condemn him,which had been needlefs 
if the Pope alone , or in conjunction with another Pa- 
triarch had been fuficient. Again,he cites two Authors 
only for Celeftine’s fending a Pall and a Mitreto S. Cyril, 
and thefe Writers lived $ or 900 year after this time, 
and he rejects fome part of their account as fabulous; 
yet from this Evidence he would prove, That Cyril was 
Celeftine’s Legate in the Council of Ephefus (u).:- But he. 
muft have better proof than this to make us-believe 
fo incredible a thing. We may further note, that 
where Poffidius is fo particular in the circumftances of 
S,. 4s. 
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S,Augu/tine’s death, he mentions nothing of any Image 
of the Bleffed Virgin or the Saints; no Crucifix placed 
before him, but only the Penitential Pfalms were writ 
out and faftned on the Wall, which he read over as 
he lay on his Death-bed. Nor doth he mention any 
Office faid for his Soul after he wasdead, but only an 
Office for commending his Body to the Grave (2), (w)Poffdvic. 
which fhews thefe were devifed in later and more ve fin. 
Superftitious Times.  Baronius indeed fuppofes the® 2” 4 
word Sacrificium, to fignifie the Mafs here; but ic 
f{eems to fignifie no more than the ufual Office at put- 
ting the Body into the Grave,-in hopes of a joyful 
Refurrection. But though nothing be more evident, 
even in thefe Anuals, to a Judicious Reader, than the 
many Innovations in Do@rin.and Worfhip , made by 
the modern Roman Church, contrary to the Decrees 
of Councils, the Judgment and Pradtice of the Ancient 
Fathers ; the Annalift a little after (upon Capreolus 
Bifhop of Carthage his affirming that to be the true 
Faith which is delivered by the Fathers) flies out into 
foul Language againft the Reformed Churches for In- 
novations and reviving Herefies. condemned by the 
Fathers(«). Whereas we freely refer ic ta thofe An-(«) Baron. An. 
cients to judge between us, Whether they or we come 431 P88-5 64 
nearer to the Doétrin and Ufages of pure Antiquity, 
and can from fubftantial Evidence prove them to be 
the Innovators. I will only note, Thatin this Epiftle 
of Capreolus , this Bifhop calls the Emperor, His Lord, 
and bs Son(y): Upon which Baronius makes no Re- (y) Baron. An. 
mark, becaufe he would have it thought that no Bi- 431: P48: 563. 
fhop, but only the Pope did ever call the Emperor, 
Som. For he alone is to be the Father of all Princes 
and all Bifhopsalfo. A little after he interprets that 
woful .deftruétion of the Emperor's Army in Africa, 
to bea Divine Judgment upon him for countenancing 
the Heretical. party at Epbe/us (z). ‘Though not many (z) Baron.ibid. . 
Pages from hence he lays all the blame of this Conni- P4g-59!. 
vance upon the Treachery of the Empsror’s Dome- 
{ticks (¢), and he may find as great Defeats hapning (a) Id.ibid. 
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often when the Emperors did take the Catholick pare. 
So true is that of Solomon , No man knoweth cither love 
or hatred by all that w before bim. All things come alike 
to allée. Ecclefix.1,2. “Tis remarkable what Baronms 
faith of a very dubious Refcript of Valentinian , cited 
for the Aathority of the See of Ravenna by the Friends 
of that Bifhoprick, The love of our Country ws an imperious 
ie thing ; yea, a Tyrant, which compels an Hiftorian to defend 
1 thofe things , which if they were [aid of another place, he 
co (6) Baron. At syoyld utterly explode(b) ; which with the reft there 
| 432p.631,%¢ fig is fo applicable to the Cardinal (as to Rome), 
Poa that the only wonder is, he did not fee how fevere a 
Cenftire he (as David once did upon Nathan’s Parable) 
here pafleth upon himfelf. Again, he forgets that the 
! Miracle out of Pro/per concerning a Maid , who could 
Uh not fwallow a piece of the Sacramental Bread dipped 
in Wine (being poffefled), but was cured by drinking 
(c) Baron. 4n. Of the Cup (c), manifeftly fhews the Innovation of 

434-pag.646, the RomanChurch, in that it declares they ufed then 

647, to dip the Bread in Wine, and thought it lawful to 

sive the Cup tothe Laity; whereas now they only give 

the people a dry Water. It was certainlya great over- 

fight in the Armenian Bifhops (according to him who 

makes the Pope the fole Judge of Herefie ) to fend to 

Proclus of Conftantineple , to know whether the Writings 

, of Theodorus of Mop{veftia were Orthodox or no? Yet 
Liberatus (an ancient Author) affirms they did this 

(d) Baron. An fecundum morem, according to Cuftom (d). So that neither 

435-Pag-649- “T theratus nor the Armenians knew of any Cuftonr ro 

go otily to Rome, out of the Haft, to enquire concern- 

ing the true Faith ; had they known this, no doubt they 

would have fent a little further. Moreover, he highly 

Fa extols the Piety of Florentius the Pratortan Prefett, who 
ae finding the Tax paid by the Curtezans of Con/fantimople 
| to the Exchequer , hindred their expulfion from that 
City, gave Lands of his own to compentate the Pub- 

lick damage, that he might get thofe Intamrous Wo- 

ii’ Ge foes 4h men banifhed (e); forgetting allthe while the Impiety 
| $3°P!8:°77" of the Pope and Cardinals, who now tolerate ae 
or 
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for a little {candalous Penfion paid to their Treafury at 
Rome. He alfo faith, It is a Pelagian Principle and 
Herefie, to hold, That xo Rich man can be [aved, unlefs 


he give all his Eftate to the Poor( fj. Yet he knew ma- (f )1d.An4so. 


ny hundred Monafteries which have been and are pag.cee: 
endowed with great Eftates, upon a Principle nothing 
different from this, which is preached frequently to 
rich Men and Women dying in their Churches Com- 
munion, by cunning and covetous Priefts and jetuits. 
It is manifeft partiality alfo in him, to affirm it was a 
Judgment of God to deliver Carthige to the Vandals, 
becaufe there was Pagan Idolatry praétifed in that 


City (¢). But the fame kind of Idolatry was conti- (g) Baron,Tom’ 


nued in Rome notwithftanding all endeavours to root Vk 42440 
it out, tillthe Goths took ic; but the Anzalift doth not 8% 
expound that Calamity after the fame manner (d), (b) Vid.Baron, 
Thus he exclaims againft the Cruelty of Genfericus the 4%-+1% 
Vandal for perfecuting the Orthodox Bifhops upon the 

bare naming of Pharaoh, Nebuchadnezzar or Holofernes 

in their Sermons, pretending it was meant of him (i). (i) Baron, An. 
Whereas had he lived to this Age, he might have {een 442+ P88 12> 
a King intituled, The moft Chriftian , inftigated by the 

Jefuits to perfecute the Reformed Paftors for the fame 
pretended Faule. Ie is remarkable that Tecdoret, when 

he writes to a Bifhop of Alexandria proves himfelf 
Orthodox, becaufe his Faith was the fame with the for- 

mer Bifhops of that See, viz, Alexander, Athanafius, 

Achillas , Theophilus and Cyrils as alfo with §. Bafil and 


Gregory, the Lights of the World (£). The Pope is not (k) Baron An, 


named, fo that doubtlefg he was not the fole Standard 444P#823- 
of Catholick Communion then; if he had, the name 

of one Pope had been more to Theodoret’s purpofe than 

all thefe. Again, That Pope Leo wrices as imperioufly 

to Diofcorus of Alexandria, as he ufe to do to others, is 

very true ; but it no where appears that Dio/corus ob- 

ferved hisOrders: Much lef will it follow from hence, 

That Leo was the Master fet over all Churches (Cl); fiich (1)Baron. An. 
afluming of Empire over our Equals, may indeed fhew 444-Pag-25- 
our Ambition, but it will not prove our Right. Ie is 
obvious 
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(n) Baron. An. 
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obvious to all that-read Baroniws, how he ftrains all 
things that are faid of S. Peter, to apply them to the 
Roman Church ; but the Reader may note how 
filently he paffes ic by, when our Gildas calls the Britifh 
Bifhops Sees here in this Iland, te Seats of Peter (m). 
But this may fatisfie all impartial Men, that the Ancients 
accounted other Bithops the Succeffors of S. Peter, as 
well as the Pope, though now he alone ufurps that and 
many other Priviledges, of Old enjoyed in common 
by others, as well as by the Bifhop of Rome. Again, he 
{fpoils the Old famous Story of the Converfion of Spain 
by S.fames, wherein the Spaniards fo much pride them- 
felves , out. of a zealous partiality for Rome, which 
inclines himtoafhrm, That Spain first recetved the Gof- 
pel from the Roman Church (n): Which Notion may in 
time leflen the Pilgrimaes to S$. Fames of Compostella, 
and calls in queftion the Devotion of thofe many Thou- 
fands, who have believed his Body tobe there, and 
worfhip his Relicks in that place with great affurance. 
Soonafter, upon occafion of Turibius, complaining of 
the Apocryphal Books_ufed by the Prifcallian Hereticks 
in Spain, the Cardinal fhews the neceffity of fuppref- 
fing all Books that are againft the Catholick Doctrin, 
and urges the Bifhop. of Spats to. fupprefS a Book writ 
by one ‘fobn de Roa, about the Rights of Princes, con- 
taining Dodtrins (as he faith) which he could not learn 
from the Jefuits, Fryers or Clergy of Spain (0). Now 
how many Books (as Apocryphal as thofe of the old 
Hereticks, and as extravagant for the Rights of the 
Pope, as any that ever were writ on any Subject in the 
World) doth Baronius cite, approve and admire? But 
one Book that {peaks forthe Prince, and the Civil 
Rights of Men, muft by no means be endured, “Tis 
obfervable alfo, That when Theodoret was fulpected of 
Herefie, he appeals to a Council in which the Bifhops 
and Magiftrates may meet, and the Judges may deter- 
min what is confonant to the Apoftolical Doctrin (p). 
Now if it had been known and believed then , that 


the Popes Communion was enough to make a man a 
Catho- 
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Catholick, and he had been the fole Judge, why did 
not Theodcre¢ in one word appeal to the Pope, and fay 
he was in ,Communion with Leo, Bifhop of. Rome 2 
He approves Theodoret’s Cenfure of Diofcorws , for in- 
vading the Rights of other Diocefés , contrary to the 
Canons of Nice and Conffantinople , and he blames 
Diofcorus for his Pride and Ambition ; but though the 
Pope labour to invade all Diocefes, and make all the 
Bifhops in the World his Vaffals, contrary to Law, 
Equity, and Primitive Ufage, this is no Crime in a oa 
Friend (q). . Baronius is miferably put to ie about the ‘2 ¥- ibid. 
Epittle. of Ibas , judged (by two Councils) to be Here. ?*8 >+ 
tical ; yet approved by the Infallible Chair. This 

makes him contradi& himfelf ftrangly; for here he 

faith , This was really Ibas bs. Epistle , as the Tenth 

Atiion at Chalcedon teaches, and bimfelf confeffed ; and 

the Opinion of the Apoffolick Legates, of Maximus of 

Antioch and others confirm it , and Ibas was proved a 

Catholick by it (r).. But Baronius had before Cited. the (+) Baron. 4’ 
Tenth Action at Chalcedon to prove, That this Epiffle +4%-P9s-67- 
in that Council was found not to be-lbas Epistle, and fo the 

Epistle was condemned , and he abfolved(s). And in the (s)ld.47.432. 
former place, as well as elfewhere (), he affirms the P28-52°- 
Epiftle contained Blafphemy and Herefie ; yet Pope ees oe? 
Vigilius approved it; and the Cardinal faith , bas was Vie creken: 
by this Epiftle found to be a Catholick. He that can thorp. Vigil, 
make thefe Contradictions friends, or reconcile them @ormitans, 

to the Infallibilicy., erit mibt magnus Apollo, We °2P-t0-p-112 
commends Pope Leo for reproving Theodofius the Em- 

peror gently and mildly , when he was going to efta- 

blifh Herefie by a Pfleudo-Synod (*). ‘ Whereas Old (*) Jn enjus 
El’s Example may fhew. (if the Emperor was his In- 47" ¢/ ut. 
ferior in this matter, and the Pope his Ghoftly Father) ae ye 
that his Reproof ought to have been fharper ; yea, he hiket sa # 
fhould have exprefly prohibited the convening of this Salvian. 
Council (if his Authority was neceflary to their 

Meeting) and have not fo meanly.truckléd as to’ fend 

his Legatesto a Synod, which he judged needle(s , yea, 

dangerous (w). And if we confider Leo's high Spirit, (u) Baron. Ax: 
this 449.pag.So. 
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this Submiffion fhews, he had no right to call a Ge- 
néral Council, nor power-to hinder the Emperor from 
appoirititig one. “Again, When the Pope (by Pro/per’s 
help) had writ -a very feafonable and Orthodox E- 
piftle againft Eatyches, the French Bifhops were care- 
ful to have it exactly Tranfcribed ; but it follows not 
from hence, That they would not vary. one [yllable from 
kis Decrees(w). For this refpect. was thewed., not to 
the Authority of the See, but to the excellency of the 
Epiftle, as appears in that the Gallican Bifhops (as 
hath been fhewed) rejeéted other Decrees both of. this 
Pope and his Predeceffors, when they difliked them. 
And Baronizs owns a little after, that thefe Bifhops 
rejoyced that this Epiftle comtained their own [enfe as to the 
Faith,.and were glad that the Pope held ihe (ame Opinion, 
that they bad always held ‘from the Tradition of ther 
(x) 1d. ibid. —_Anceftors (x). So, that this is no Proof, as he would 
pag.86. have it, That the Pope was a Master prefiding over all the 
Chriftian World. For they judged of his Teaching, and 

approved it, becaufe it agreed with their Churches 

ancient Tradition. On no better grounds he gathers, 

there was One. only lawful Fudge , One Governor of Holy 

things always in the Church , viz. the Pope; From Theo- 

(y)Barontn. doret’s Epiftle to Leo (y): For firft, thefe Epiftles are 
449-79g-99, juftly fafpected , as being not heard of till they came 
‘Poth to light firftout of theVatican: And, fecondly, they 
are demonftrated to be fpurious by divers Learned 

Men, and efpecially this to Leo, is fhewed to contain 

(2)Rivet.Crit. tnanifeft Contradiétions (z/. Thirdly , Uf this Epiftle 
fer lib-4c-21- were genuine, it mutt be confidered that all the Pa- 
Vid Crakenth. triarchs, except the Roman, were at that time either 
Be av corrupted or oppreffed , and in that juncture Theodore 
A could appeal to. none of them’but Leo, and fo might 
well give him good words, .who alone was likely and 

able to affaft him: “As for that Teftimony wherein they 

much glory, Yéat Rome had the Supremacy over all 
ts)la.Baroni. Churches, (as their Tranflation {peaks ) becaufe it 2was 
p.102, always free from Herefie, and no Heretick had {at there (a), 
it fappofes a long experience of the Church of Romes 

Integrity 


( w \dubid. 
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Integrity before this Priviledge was: hefiowed ;, and if 
the Supremacy: was.yivenwher for:this Reafon, the 
ought: to lofe ‘it»again whenever any Heretical Pope: 
fall: get:the Chdir;. inor doth Piheodoreriat; all fippose 
this ampoflible for the futurean Moréoverhe brags, thc 
Leo reftored Theodoret:and ‘others, .depofed by: this 
Pieudo-Ephefine-‘Synod jiand infers, Thar it was the’ 
Popes: priviledge alone to\ veil ore Bifhops depo fed by a Coun: 
eit (b).o(But.the, Misfortunede,! 2 éeodorer iwas:chliled an' pagel 
Feretick- after: thie} Pope chad privately acquitted, hin; ; 
and his Canfe was.to bevtried over agaifat Chalcedon; 
and till that:Council reftored: him he ‘remained fat: 
pended for all this pretended) Priviledge-of ithe Popes 

And before we leave him we may note, that he ufed 

all his Intereft to perfuade the Emperor to call a law- 

ful and impartial General Council, as appears by all 


his Epiftles to his feveral Friends (c); which fhews he Wanna die 
knew it was in the Emperor’s power alone to call one; wie 


e fs 123;I1 24. 
not in the Pope’s, to whom he would have written, 


(being in favour with him) if he had had Authority in 
this Affair, He reckons ¢tila’s leaving to harrafs the Ea- 
{tern Empire, to be a Divine Reward for Marcian’s fet. 
ling the true Religion there ; but prefently tellsus, That 
this Scourge of God, and other fad Judgments fell upon 
Italy and the Weftern Empire 3 from whence he fup- 
pofés the Reformation of all Eaftern Herefies came, 
and where he believes no Herefie could ever take 


place (d)." So miferably do Men expofe themfelves, vag in 
when they pretend to give Reafons for all God’s Dif. *7°P*8'**: 


penlations. In the next year hapned the Famous 
Council of Chalcedon, wherein divers of Baronins’s Frauds 
have been already detected ; fo that I am only to 
add, That Leo was politick in pretending to give Ang- 
tolius a power to receive Recanting Bifhops, who had 
fallen into Eutyches Herefie , and cunningly referves 


the greater Cafes to his own See (e). But cis plain, (¢) beat: ye 
Anatelius of Conftantinople had as much power in the ARE 


. . i 5 o. 
Provinces fubje& tohim, as the Pope had in Isaly, and ’ 
the greater Cafes were, according to ancient Ulage, 

Xx 2 relerved 
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referved to the next General Council, where both the 
Bifhop of Rome and Conftantinoples Acts were to be re- 
examined , and none of thefe Erring Bifhops were re- 
ftored but by that Council. . And finally , he makes it 
a great Crime in Diofcorus. to pretend'to'Lord it over 
Egypt, and tofay, He had as much Authority there as 
the Emperor (f). Yet the following Popes did and 
{aid as much in relation to Italy; but Baronius cannot 
fee any harm in that, though Socrates didi, who faith, 
That both the Bifhops of Rome and Alexandria had ex 
ceeded the bounds of Prieftly-power , and fallen to a [ecular. 
way of Ruling (g). And this may fuffice for-this Part of. 
the Period we have undertaken. 


Cent.s. Zhe Church Hiflory clear’d,eoc. 157 


Crh AGP. ol Vi 


Roman Errors and Forgeries in the Councils, 
from the end of the Fourth Council, tilt 
An,Dom. 500. nie 


§. 1. HE Synod of Alexandria is falfly ftyled in 4. Dov.453- 
the Title, ander Leo: For their own Text con- 
fefleth, it 22s affembled by the Authority of Proterius Bi- 
fhop of Alexandria (2). | ) areaNS 
The Second Council of 4rles,. which Binias had ante: 7 7° * i s 
dated 70 year, and put out with this falfe Title , uuder Col1007. 
Stricius, is by Labbe (b) placed here according to Sér- (b) Lad. col. 
mondus his direction. 1010. 
The Council of Anjou, in Biniws, is faid to be held 
under.Leo; who is not once named in it: Wherefore 
Labbe leaves. out that falfe Infcription, and only faith, . 
it was held inthe 134 year of Pope Leo (c). (ce) Bi Pa EBs, 
The 4#4 Canon of this Council is corrupted by Bis 444-60 1022 
wius and Baronius. For where the'Text reads, Jf any be 
[coelibes | unmarried, they put into the Margen as a bet- 
ter reading, if any be [debiles | 2eak: Which is to make 
the Reader believe , that all the Clergy then were un- 
married ; whereas this Canon fuppofes many of them 
had ‘Wives. And the 11+ Canon allows a married Man 
to be chofen Prieft or Deacon, (the Popes Decrees not 
yét prevailing in France:) So that Labbe honeftly ftrikes (oiBinide tps 
out [debiles] and keeps only the true reading (4). We 74; ca) resp 
note alfo, that in the end of this 4th Canon, fuch &. f 
Clerks as.meddle in [urrendring Cities are. excommunicated. 
A Sentence which if it were now executed, would put 
many Prieftsand Jefuits out of the Communion of the 
Church, for their treachery to. the Emperor and the 
King of Spain,many of whofe Citigs they have betrayed 
tothe French, PS CS 
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The Notes falfly cite the firftCanon, and fo doth: Ba. 
ronius (e) {aying, it orders, That the Clergy {hall not againft 
their Bifhops Sentence feek to fecular Tribunals ; and pre- 
tending this was in oppofition to an Edi@ of Valenti- 
nian, publifhed the year before, which reftrained the 
Bifhops JurifdiGion to matters of Religion, unlefs the 
parties chofeé them. Now the true words of the Canon 
are, The Clergy hall not appeal from the Bifhops' Sentence, 
vor feck to Secular Tribunals , without confulting the Bifhop. 
And Valentinian’s Law was of no force in France.,.nor 
probably had thefe Bithops ever Heard there was fach a 
Law ; fo that it is not likely they’ ever thoughe of op- 
pofing it. Finally, We obferve that Barcnins without 
any Authority falfly affirms, that this Council was [ent to 
Rome-(f) only. to infinuate.* tat it was to be confirmed 
there. - Whereasttill Fronto-Duckas found the Manulcripe¢ 
in France, they-at Rome feem to have known. hothing 


’ of it. 


The Gourd ‘of: Puines' plackd by Bintus here , “by 
Sirmondus ‘Authority 18 Tenrovell to 4n.465.in Labbe(g). 
Nothing init is retharkable: but ‘that’ the Affembly de- 
fires (not thePope, but)-the abfent Bifhops of theirown 
Province to Confirm the Canons yoo) apenas Ao 

The Council of 74 'Bifhops at ‘Conftantinople , was 
called by, and held under Genhadini Patriarch of thac 
City, and fo is falfly titled wider-Leo+ whofe Legatés 
do not fub{cribe ic, “and fo’ probably were not prefent 
atit (4). Baronius indeed faith they were, but proves it 
only by conjecture, ‘becaiife Leo in an Epiftle. {peaks 
of ‘his Legates, ‘being come back to Rome the year af- 
ter (4). Butthe wonder is, how Baronies and Biniye 
(who confefs ‘all the A@s are Idft, except one Canon 
about Simony)came'to'know, that Extyches was con- 
demned, and’ the Council of ‘Chalcedos confirmed in 
this Council. | However, if ir was confirmed, no doubr 
the Greek 'Bifhops’ would Confirm the Canons of it 5 
with the reft, to which the Popes Legates could not con- 
fent: But fince we hear of ‘no difference, it is like thefe 
Legates were not prefent. 


§,2..Pope 
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be fulpected:of Herefie, becaufe heconfirnis no mote 
than three General Councils, omitting that of ConSfan- 
tinéple which condemned Macedonius. But fince there 
is.no evidence of this Univerfal Epiftle confirming the 
other:three Councils , but only the fabulous Pontifical, 
we may acquit him, and perhaps even in the very Pon- 
tifical, this Council may. have been erafed after the con- 


troverfie. af the Primacy was ftarted (/).. However, this () Vita Hilar. 


being owned all along by the: Catholick Church for a 2”-P28-424. 


General Council, it can fuffer nothing by the Popes nor “#”C%!192 - 


confirming ic; he alone would deferve cenfureé for not 
fubfcribing to it. : A | 

The Spanifh Bifhops who write tothis Pope, by their _ 
Countries being wafted by Evaricus the Goth (m) were. Sie at 
deftitute of Power, and defire Hilary to declare the *°*"- 
Canons in fome particular Cafes , hoping the perfons 
concerned (who defpifed them in their low eftate,) 
might have more refpeé fora great Patriarch (nz). So ©) pe re 
that it is very Sophiftioal in the Annalift and: Binius, to #3; 
draw conféquences from hence, for the Popes being x 1e35.. 
the Supream Judge, and having power ‘to’ difpenfe 
with all Canons. ‘The Pope himfelf in his Anfwer pre- 
tends no fuch thing(o). Heonly declares the Canons, (0) Hilar.ep 2. 
but difpenfes with none: Yet if he had fuch a power, 2-pag.426. 


doubtlefs he ought to have ufed-ie in Irenveus his 14° Col.1035-s 


Cafe, . 

But the third Epiftle of: Hilary, ‘writ about the fame 
affair, feemsto difcover, thacall thefe Epiftles (which 
talk fo big of the Popes Supremacy) are counterfeit: 
For the Forger, weary of inventing new Phrafes, fteals | 
the beginning verbatim out of thofe Epiftles! that are - 
falfly afcribed to Zepherine and. Fabian, and were ‘not -. 
extant until long aiter Pope Hilary’sdeath (p). “And (p)Hilar ep.3. 
Labbe’s Marginal Note on Biniws Atinotations fhews; ®”-P28-427- 
he fmele out the Cheat, if he durft have {poken 
freely. iu i aT 
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6.2. Pope Hilary (who fucceeded Leo) might jultly 4x. Dom, 46x, 
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The Notes on the 4:4 Epiftle own , that the Popes 
may be ‘cajoled by falie Stories,and deceived in'Matter 
of Fact; and this. fo far as to.condemn holier Bifhops 

. than themfelves,as Leo and this Hilary did, in the cates 
sy 1h nEP-4: of Hilary of Arles, and Mammertus of Vienne (q).< And 
Bd oot coal it 1s not eafie to under{tand, how he whomiftakes Mat- 

. ter of Fact , can infallibly.apply the: Law to a Fa& 
wherein he is miftaken. 4 

The 52 Epiftle was writ three year before thofe that 
precede it, and the Humility of the Style makes me 
think it the only genuine Letter (as -yet.fét down) of 
this Pope;. for he writes to the Bifhop of Arles {not asia 
Son, but) as a Brother, and.takes ic well thathe advifed 
him to keep clofe to the Ancient Canons. | 

The 9 Epiftle fhews, that Adammertus his Piety was 

> no protection to him, againft the injuries of the Roman 
(x) Hilar-Ep.9. Court(r). But Binius doth penance for -this in his 
rinjbaé-429- Notes on the 11+b Epiftle(s));:though all’ his devices 
() Not.in Ep. Will neither excufe his, Popes'Morals in perfecuting fo 
1nBimip.43i. greata Saint, nor vindicate his Judgment who was fo 


Lab,col.104%. grofly miftaken.: 
There is but one Roman Council under this. Pope, 

called (as is _pretended), to confirm ‘his falfe Judgment 

about the Spanifh Bifhops; for they abfolve the guilty 

Sylvanus, and condemn Jrencus who was innocent: 

And though this Popes being commonly in the wrong 

makes it probable, he might get fuch a Council toge- 

ther, yet the very Acts fimell ftrong of Forgery, ‘as 

Sica 9 Rag well as the former,-Epiftlesiin thefe cafes (¢): For be- 
Lobectroé:, fides their Stile, Adeximas Bithop of Turin is mentioned 
(u) Gennad. not only.as prefent atit, but {peaking in it, who died 
Catal.ap.Hiee (as Gennadius (u) a Writer of that Age and Country 
bing eis affirms,) in the Reign of Honortus and the younger 
Pe Theodofius, that is,, above.4o year before this Council : 
Turin.pag.a. SO that Baronius is very bold out of a fufpected Coun- 
cil, to corre a Writer who lived fo near this time, | 

(w) Baron.dn. againft the Authority of divers printed Copies (w ). 
aca And Bisius is more audacious to cover this with an 
evident falfification of Gennadins, as if he faid , Adaxi- 

Mus 
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mus lived under thofe Emperors, but continued Bithop 
till this time (x). And now let Baronius boaft of the (x)Not.B/n. ut 
Acclamations of this Synod, (common in other Coun- pra: 

cils) as a fingular honour done to Hilary; for after all 
it is plain, he liked not the Canons of it fo well as to 
give them a place in his Annals (7), which here he fills 
up with other manifeft impertinencies. 


(y) Baron. Asa 
46 5.0. 


§.3. The next Pope was Simplicius, whofe appoint-, 4+. Dow.467. 
ing Weekly Confeffors at Rome , is far from proving 
( what the Notes infer.) that their Sacramental Con- 
feflion was inftituted by Chrilt(z). Nor is it for the (%)Not. in vit 
credit of this Pope that three parts of feves in Rome oly PEPE 
it [elf were Arrians in his time(a). But the Pontifical moe ahah 
gives the reafon of it, and exprefly charges him with (a)lbid.Bin.pag. 
diffimulation (4). Which feems a juft cenfiire; for 435.L¢b.col. 
though the Arrians and Photinians fadly infefted the 1058. 
Weftern Church (c): And though the Princes of that (VitSimplte 
time were generally heretical (4); yet poor Simplicius 7 PS +34. 
did nothing , and cill he had been eight years Pope, (c) garom An. 
Baroxius cannot pick up one Memoir concerning him, 475.0. 
except a few Brags of an interefted Succeflor of his, (ld An.476. 
concerning his refifting the Eaftern Emperors , which ™%P-31%: 
are both falfe and incredible: Yea, the Annals fhew 
that all the great Affairs of this time were managed by 
S.Epiphanius Bifhop of Pavy , who far outthined Sim- 
plicius (¢). Wherefore I wonder that Ds Pin thould (© ree is 
fay, He was very full of bufine(s all the time of his Pope- (f) De se 
dom ({£); fince for more than half that time there is no peecpie. 
true account of his doing any thing: And whenhe did Vol.4.p.ts9 
begin to write, Baroniusowns, He did no good by any of 
his Letters(g)3 yet a little before, having a bad Memo- (8) Baron. 4m 
ry, he had ridiculoufly boafted , That Simplicius in the +2 3:%'9:P96- 
midst of the Arrian fury governed the See,-with the fame *’* 
Authority and freedom that his Predeceffors had done,bearing 
the Caufes of allthe World, depriving and refforing Bifhopsy 
correcting Emperors, oppofing barbarous Kings, and fitting as 
Arbiter and Fudge in all things over the Eaft and Weft, 
as (he faith) be hath proved in the feveral years of bis Pon- 
f | Y tifical 
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(:)idem 4m tifical(h). Let the Reader fearch, and try if he can find 

483.0.8.P:371- this proved. On the contrary this Pope flattered all 

Parties, ahd truckled to the Heretical Ufirper Bzflius 

(as I fhall thew prefently ) nor durft he attempt to do. 

 Juftice to a perfecuted Orthodox Bifhop of Alexaadria, 

(i) Brev. Hiftor-becaufe (as an old faithful Hiftorian tells us(7),) Zeno 
eet te col. the Emperor had forbidden him. 

aoe -It_is fo common for the Roman Forgers to.invent 

fham Epiftles , in which the Pope is feigned to make 

Eminent Bifhops his Legates in’ all patts of the World, 

()simoplicE that, no doubt, this Popes firft Epiftle to Zeno Bifhop 

ip oie eles of Sevil (which hath no date) is fpurions(&). And 

LabColt062. therefore it is of no force, that. the Notes infer from 

fach a Forgery, That the care of the whole Church was 

committed to the Pope by God. 

The 4th Epiftle tells the Emperor , to whom it was 
writ, That none doubted of his Orthodox mind, and that be 
did as certainly imitate Marcian and Leo in their Faith, 
as he did [ucceed them in their Empire. Now this Letter 
(as Baronius and the Editors fay) was writ te Zeno (Z) ; 
and they own it tobe at leaft prudent difimulation , for 
the Notes onthe Life of Simplicius affirm, Zeno was an 
Eutychian Heretick. But indeed it was smexcufable Flat- 
tery, or as the Pontifical calls it, downright Diffembling : 
And the Grime is worfe, becaufe upon a ftri& enquiry 
this Epiftle appears to be writ to that Heretical Ufur- 
per Bafilifeus. Labbée’s Margen from an old Manuicript 
reads it to Ba/ilifcns;and Zeno really was depoled a whole 
year before this Epiftle was writ; for Zémotheus eAlurus 
his coming to Conftantinople (mentioned here by Simp/i- 
cius) was inthe timeof Bafilifcus after Zeno’s depofition, 
(m) Theodor, as an Authentick Author relates (m)3 and the true date 
Lec.collel 1+ of Simplicius his Epiftle fhews it was writ in Ba/ili(cus his 
pag.1 83. time, and fo dothalfo the Chronicle of Marcellinus , a 

Book writ near-that time: But for all this, Barosius quar- 
rels with AZarcellinus, contradicts Theodorus Leéor, alters 
the date of the Epiftle, and keeps Zeno on the Throne 
a year longer before his depofing, than ancient Wii- 
ters do allow; and all this to conceal his holy tae 

wickec 
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wicked flattering of an Heretick,and Ufurper (nm). But») Baron an, 

T hope the Reader will believe old and difintereffed +76"-1% © 

Hiftorians, before the partial Annalift. ne i Be Bs 
The 5+ Epiftle wrie at the fame time to Acacius Pa- 

triarch of ConStantinople, thews that it was folely in the 


Emperors power to call a General Council (0). Since (Simplic. Ep. s: 


Timothy of Alexandria applied to the Emperor for fach a mae EL 
Council, and Simplicius with Acacius joyned in addréfles. “°° *°7*” 
to the Emperor againftic, | | | 
In the Notes on the 824 Epiftle,; where Evagrius on- 
ly mentioned a bare report of the Martyr Theclas appear- 
ingto Zeno; They out of Baronius add, that fhe prayed 
and interceded for Zeno ( pj: Which invention is, to (p) Notin:s'E- 
countenance the Martyrs praying for.us; ‘The date of pit Simplic. 
this Epiftle being in Oéfober 4.77, and.(as the Notes fay) ee 
writ to Zeno after he was reftored, and had fent to "7" 7°7” 
Simplicius an Orthodox confeffion of Faith; This date, 
I fay thews that the 4th Epiftle (before {poken of ) muft 
have been written to Bafilifoys ; for that is dated in Fa- 
yuary 476, at which time Zeno. was depofed, and Baflif- | 
cus-after he had reigned two years,as Exagrias writes(q), (4): Cam jant 
was ejected by Zeno about Fuly.4.77;, longbefore which i et 
time, Simplicius had whit that flattering . Letter, to the hitb m 
Ufirper,; . >, ert ‘ N. Not Ten 
The Forgers have corrupted the Title and Conclu- Months, as du 
fion of Acacius his Epiftle to Simplicius (v). For Sinpli- P™ miftakese 
ci Ia genuine Epiftle calls Acacius, his beloved Brother, lina ye 
Epiftle 18: But here by turning Patriarche into Patri, 1; Faia 
they make Acacius ftyle Simplicius. Most blefjed Lord and | 
Holy Father, Archbifhop,.&c. Which corrup:ion (owned 
by Labbe) fhews how little credit is tobe given tothe 
Pompous Titks of thefe Epiftles which are frequently 
jeigned by the modern Reman Parafites.. 7 
Upon the 14th Epiftle they note in the Margen, The 
Pope difpenfes with the Nicene Canon for peace fake, and... 1. - 
- aba ees (s\SimpLEpst 4s 
in favour of the Emperor(s). This relates to che hafty Bin. pagia4t. 
election and ordination of Stepben Patriarch of Antioch, Lab col.108 6. 
which the Emperor and Acacius were forced to difpatch malé 1034.) 
‘omewhat uncanonically for fear of a Sedition in that 
X22 . City, 
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City, and on that account they defired the Pope how- 
ever to own-him as an Orthodox Patriarch, fince they- 
had refolved this fingle Example fhould be no prece-: 
dent for the future’ The Pope like a true Siguior Pla- 
eebo, affents to’-all tamely , and allows of their refolu- 
tion, which was not (as the Notes on the 15¢d Epiftle 
falfly fay3) ‘any, Condition that Simplicius preferibed 
roltHe Emperor’; bursa Rule that Zeno had made for 
himfelf, before the Pope knew of the Ordination of 
Stephen. cers 

The 16¢h Epiftle declares, that Simplicius bad taken 
Calendion the .new Bifhop of Antioch isto bis Commu- 
nion, ©and-call him he :Brother and Fellow-Bifhop (t). 
The Notes calls this, the Popes confirming Calendion in 
the'See of Antioch: Whereas it was no more than his: 
owning him for an Orthodox Brother ; yea, Calen- 
dion was thus far. confirmed by Acacias , for ( at his 
requeft)Acacius had declared himfelf of his Commu- 
nion , before he writ to the Pope. Thefle Notes alfo 
falfly fay, Acacius was made the Popes Legate, which is 
‘a groundlefs Fiction of Baronius(u). For if Acacius 
had a&ted-in ordaining and déepofing the Eaftern Patti- 


« arehsy only -as the. Popes Legate ,.there had-been no 


Quarrel between him and Rome. And how improba« 
ble is it; that he who contehded -for the Supremacy 
of the whole Eaftern Church with the Pope , and who 
is taxed by Baronius, to be. one that thirfted after nothing 
fo much az the -Primacy(w), that-he, (ft fay): fhould ac- 
cept of a Legantine power from Rome? Yea ,- Simpli- 
cius his Fyth Bpiftle doth not fay any fuch thing , but 
{peaks of their Obligation to mutual. Love , and’ ot the 
Patriarchal Office committed. to him , aa Talent God had 
entrufted bim with: But not a fyllable of ‘his Subjection 
to the Pope, or of any Office derived from him. 


§.4° The 
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§,4« The Council of Tours ,. Binius places here under 4n.Dom. 482. 
Simplicius; Labbe 21 years foaner under Pope Hilary; 
but the truth is, that it was held 4x. 461. but under no 
Pope at all: For they defire no other but their abfenc 
Brethren, (Bishops of that Province) to confirm their 
Canons (x) by their confent. The Notes on this Coun. (*) Concil. 
cil. mention the Fafts and Vigils, which Perpetuss the PRESS 
6th Bifhop of Tours infticuted for his Church, Recorded A $i 
by an.old Hiftorian of that place(y). And tis very (y) Gregore 
plain they differ extreamly from thofe ufed at Turomlib..0- 
Rome; Which fhews how unreafonable it is in the Mo- ¢4p-34-p.513- 
dern Roman Church, to impofe their Fafts, Feaits and 
other Rites upon all Churches in the World. | 

The Council of Arles, in the caufe of Faustus aflem- 
bled to.examin Points of Faith , doth note fo much as 
mention the Pope, fo that furely they did not take him oi 
for an infallible Judge (=). Labbe’s Notes boaft , that ©) AP. Bim. 
one De Champs hath confuted Bifhop Ujher?s cenfure of ny re, 
the Epiftlesof Fauftus and Lucidus, and of this Council oe iy 
which approved them: But before the Reader credit 
this, let him hear that moft learned Primate , who mo- 
deftly excufes the Council, but ftrongly proves, that 
Faujius. was a Semi-pelagian Heretick (2): And if he (#)Ujber-Antig. 
did not feign the confent of this and another Council to x29! 
_-his Do&rins, this willbe one inftance, .that Councils Pags229s 
may Errin matters.of Faith. 


_ $5. Falsx the. Third, who-followed: Simplicius, was’ 4n.Dom.433. 
much bolder, and openly. reproved: the-Emperor and 

Acacius , for that which: he’ called-a2 Fault: But the 

Notes falfifie when they fay , That in the beginning of his 

Pontificat, he rejected , profcribed-and curfed the mojt wick- 
ed.Zeno’s(Henoticon) Ediit for Union, anathematizing te 
all that. ubferibed it (b). For Enagrius recites this E- (Nota vite 
di&, and. neither faith. Felix-condemned it, nor con- piers 
demns it himfelf; and Felix former Letters treat both eet 
Zeno and Acacius with all refpe&, nor do they curfe 

either of them..on, the. account of this Edi@: Theo 
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dorms LeGtor indeed faith , That when all the Patriarchs 
befides agreed to Zeno’s Edit for Union , Felix of Rome 
(c) Theeder, Len exeaveivnowy | joyned mot with bie (c). Which only im- 
Lesicollect. plies, his not communicating with ‘the Emperor in that 
12 P9E19°  Doint: But Binius hath improved this into proferibing, 
curling and anathematizing the Edi&. 
The Firft Epiftle of Felix to Acacius often calls him 
Brother » which thews as if then he did not reject his 
ic) Raa i. * Communion (4); and neither this nor the fecond to 
ue 49. 4¢%0, doat all mention the Emperors Edié& for Union, 
buc quarrels only about matters of Jurifdi@ion , being 
not fo much concerned for any Heretical Opinions, as 
for keeping up his claim to a pretended Supremacy 
Fiowever iome fulpe& both thefe Epiftles as being 
without date, and becanfe that to Acacins feems to con. 


(e) Liberat. — tradiGt Liberatus (e): But I think they may be allowed 


Brev.cap.t$- for genuine. 
ap.Baron. An. 5 


hs so, Lhe Second Epiftle to. Zeno-is writ with modefty,yet 
48 3.0.1.p.3.70, ; cAeth sae b 
wants not good advice. ‘The Pope owning it his Duty 
to write to the Emperor, upon’ his coming into the 
See of Rome; and he rather intreats, than either com- 
(f)FelicEp.2. mands or threatens (f): But it is certain, if this Epiftle 
Bin.pag-448. be genuine, ic is not perfea, wanting that account of ! 
Labcolto$3- the African Perfecution, which Evagrius faith was men- 
tioned in this Epiftle. | 
itis faid, Felix writ three Letters to Petrus Cuapheus 
the Heretical Bifthop of Axtioch, of which only two 
are extant, and it is well if both be not Forgeries 
[cncepz fententiare. contra te,|is a Phrafe that {mells of the 
later Ages , when the Flatterers of Rome coyned great 
variety of this kind of Epiftles to make the World 
think, that an Heretical Patriarch could be depofed 
(g)Ep.4.Fel, by none but the Pope(g). But this very Letter owns, 
ny Ute. that Acacivs and his Council had alfo depofed this Peter 
th) Barony, OL Antioch, as well as the Pope and his: And Baronius 
483. ng4. faith, Acacias did it firft (2): But the Cardinal thoughe 
p.382, i¢ worth his while to corrupt this fufpicious Epiftle, 
wherein Felix faith , He was condemned by me, and thofe 
who together with me do govern the Apoftolical Throne : 
: iy Which 
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Which Phrafe plainly fhews,that the Pope did not Rule 
alone as a Monarch at Rome, but the Italian Bifhops 
had a fhare:inthat Power: To avoid which Truth Ba- 
ronius and they thae follow him falfifie-it, and read 
—— condemned by me, and by them, »vho being conftituted un- 
der me, govern Epifcopal Seats i). ‘The true reading 


(i) Baron. An, 


implies the Bifhops are co-ordinate with the Pope, but 423-n.68. 


the Corruption is to make us believe, they are only his 
creatures, fubftitures and delegates. 

The Fifth Epiftle to Zeno {peaks honourably of Aca- 
cius, asan Orthodox Archbifhop, commending him for 
oppofing Petrus Cuapheus (k): It is noted by a learned 
Man, that (excepting fabulous Infcriptions,) the name 
[Archbifhop]. is here firft found among the Latins: 
But I rather obferve, that Felix here reads that famous 
Text forthe Supremacy, AZath. xvi. in this manner-—— 
and upon this Confeffion will I build my Church: So it is 
read often‘in Gelafus Epiftles (1), —on the Confeffion of 
Perer oil I build my. Church : Which fhews it is not a 
cafual expreffion, but a Teftimony that at Rome it felf, 
inthat Age, it was not believed this Promife belonged 
fo much to St.Peter’s Perfon as to his Faith, nor to his 
Succeflors any longer than they held that Confeflion. 
Of the 6th Epiftle we. fhall fpeak when we come to 
Felix his fecond Roman Council. 

The Corrupters Fingers have been bufie with the Tile 
ot the 7#4 Epiftle,which(as Labbe notes out of Fufellus) 
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(k) Folie. Ep.s; 
Bin.pag.g5 26 
Lab.col.t oF 0 


; 


(1) Gelaf.Ep.1.-. 


B17. 4.66. Lab. 


Hist. & Ep. 4. . 
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was writ only to 14e Bifhops of Sicily; but they who are . 
to fupport.an Univerfal Supremacy have changed it.. 


thus, Zo all Bishops (m): And the date is falfified alfo,be- 
ing pretended to be writ by a Roman Council held in 
March, An. Dom. 487. yet it is dated in the year after, 
March 488. Burif they will have it genuine, let them 
obferve, that the Pope here faith, ({peaking of a Point 


(mi) Felie‘Ep.7. 
Bin.pag.4$ 4s . 


Lab.col.107 50%. 


of Faith,) He knows not but in this cafe,the S pirit of God.» 
may have informed thems of fomething that had e(caped his . 


Knowledge, promifing to hear them, if they can find 
any thing omitted by him(#). Let them read this, and 
reconcile it with Infallibilicy if they can. 

The 
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The Decree of Felix about the fubje&ion of Kings 

to Bifhops, is neicher agreeable to thecAge’, nor to the 

(0) Bin.pag. Style of this Popes other.Writings to the Emperor (0); 

455-La. Ep. fo that we cannot credit it, though Labbe: hath putic 

col1083- into an Epiftle to Zeno, becaufe this Epiftle: {peaks of 
the depofition of Acacius as a thing paft, August 1 

484.: But the Margen of the next Epiftle faith , Aca- 

(p)FalicEp.t0. cius was, depofed July 28, 488 (p). And itis probable, 

ap-labcol. that both the Sentence and the Synod’ are: fpurious , 

itd coyned out of a hint in the Pontifical, wiz. That Felix 

did condewn Acacius in a Synod : Which was ground 

enough for the Parafites to frame a Council. But how 

little credit is to be given to the Pontifical in this Popes 

Hiftory, Baronius declares, when he notes that Athos 

is not to be trufted in his Report , That AG/ensi and 

Vitalis were {ent to Conftantinople, three years after this 

(qVit-Felic.3. Synod at Rome (q). And it feems neither: Euphemius 

Bin-pag.445-  Bifhop of Conftantinople, nor Pope Gelafius:knew of this 

Lat incest Roman Synod: For when Euphemias. asked 5 In what 

Synod bis Predeceffor Acacius pas ,copdemned? Gelafius 

(:)Gelaf.ep.1o. Mentions no Roman Synod (r);. but faith,there was no 

& Baron. gn. needof any particular Council, fince he was condem- 

484.n-21. ned by the general Sentence of the Council. of Chalce- 

P26-395° dom, and upon that ground the Roman Church rejected 

Acacius his Communion. 7 ef 

There are (in Labbe) divers other Epiftles afcribed 

to Felix; one to Zeno(s), faid to be writ fome time 

after the death of 4cacius, wherein the Pope extols that 

Emperour for his care of Religion, and the reverence 

of Divine Worfhip; which fhews that Felix did not 

fo ftifly renounce Zeno’s Communion , nor damn his 

Edi& for Union fo feverely as Bimius pretends. ‘The 

reft of thefe Epiftles I pafs, though moft of them be 

{ufpicious. 


(s)Felic.ep.1 2. 
Lab, col. 1086. 
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§.6. The firft Roman Gouncil under Felix , may 4. Dom483. 

be true as far as concerns the Condemnation of Peter | 
_Mongus, the Heretical Bifhop,of Alexandria (t), though (+)Concil.Rom, 
there is nothing to prove it, but the two firft fufpected 1-2-pag 455. 
Epiftles of Felix. However, if there were fuch a Sy- 461995. 
nod, it fhews how little regard was had to the Pope 
and his Council in thofe days, fince ‘fobz , whofe fide 
Rome took, did never get admittance to the See of 
Alexandria; and Peter Mongus kept that Chair for all 
the Popes Sentence: And if the other, Peter Cnapbeus, 
the Heretical Bifhop of Azstioch was condemned here, 
it is certain, he was condemned before by Acacius at 
Conftantinople: But that Evidence of Acacius his being 
Orthodox, hath not difcouraged the Parafites from forg- 
ing a pretended Citation, in the name of this Roman 
Synod , to call Acacius to Rome , there to anlwer the 
Matters charged againft him: But’tis fo improbable, 
Felix fhould attempt this againft one , who thoughe 
himielf his equal, if not fuperior, that now-a-days the 
‘Romanilts allow not thefe Procefles,but count them {pu- 
rious. 

There is a fecond Roman Council placed in this 44. Dom.48 40 
year, wherein Acacius and the two Peters of Alexan- 
dria and Antioch are all faid to be condemned (z). But («)Concil.2. 
let it be noted, that whereas the 6¢4 Epiftle of Felix Rom.Bin.pag, 
faith, be bad depofed Acacius in a Synod in Augult , +62-L4d.col. 
484.(), and at that time Baronius places his depofiti- ised 

j ; > w)Felic.Ep.6. 
on (x); Yet here we have a Synodical Letter , con- Bin.pa “a 
demning him over again, dated abovea year after, viz. Lab. an 107% 
Odiob. 485, which Date Baronius and Binius fraudu- (x) Baron. due 
lently leave out (7): But Labbe fets ic down in the 484.30. 
Margen, and fo difcovers the cheat (z). Upon the Pitheed 
whole matter, this Condemnation of Acacius was done ” Oe 
they know not when} and ’tis probable all thefe Let- (z) Labcot 
ters and Synods were invented after the Controverfie 1127. 
for precedence between Rome and Confantinople grew 
high , meerly to put weight into the Roman Scale. 
But one corruption of this fufpicious Synodical E- 

Z piltle 
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piftle I cannot pafs , being a paflage evidently put in 
by a Jater Forger : For whereas this Letter makes the 
Italian Bifhops call the Pope their Prince and Head ( by 
way of limitation,) who ought to prefide in the Synods of 
Italy: —— And tell thofe to whom they writ —that 
therefore they had by "Tutus (ent the Sentence underneath, 
which pleafed the Synod at St.Peters, and-which holy Feelix 
their Head , Pope and Archbilhop had decreed: Some later 
Hand hath broken the Senfe,. and abfurdly thruft into 
the midft of this Sentence thefe. incoherent words—— 
Who is the Head of all, the Lord faying to St. Peter the 
Apoftle, Thow art Peter, &c. Math. xvi. Which swords 
the 318 Fathers at Nice following, gave the Authority and 
Confirmation of matters to the holy Church of Rome , both 
which, evento our Age, all Succeffions bythe grace of Chrifé 
bave kept, ——and then comes in--—~ Therefore (as we 
have {aid,) we have by Tutus fent, Oc. (a) °Tis plain. 
they axe forced to put in thefe words (as we have faid) 
to tye thefe latter words to the former: And whoever 
confiders the incoherence, the impertinence, the fham 
{tory of the Fathers at Nice, and the many Ages fup- 
pofed, from-that Council of Nice to this time , (which 
was but barely 160 years) will conclude this Paffage is a. 
Corruption upon a Corruption, to fupport the Supre- 
macy , while fuch ftuff pafled for Authentick proof to 
an ignorant Age. 

The Third Roman Council under Felix,(as we noted 
on his 72 Epiftle) lies under the fame fulpicion , being 
dated with the Confils of the year 488, yet is faid to 
be read in. Council the year before, mn. 487; and 
from an Epiftle to one Neighbouring Country , is.now- 
made a.Letter to all Bifhops. 


§, 7;,.Gelafius tucceeded Felix.in the Roman See, a: 
man of more witand learning than moft. of his Pre-. 
deceffors, for which caufe ic is thought he was called 
Scholafticus before St. Gregory’s time , and that it was he 
that correéted and fer out the Roman. Offices. “The- 
Pontifical:relates, that re Adanichees being Ayirenes at 

ome. 
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Rome in bis time, he made.a Decree , That thofewha 
would not receive the Sacrament in both kinds, fhould re- 
cerve it 1 neither, and- declares it-to bea grand Sacriledge | 
for avy to divide the holy Myfteries (b). Now thefe Here- (4)Vit.Gelaf. | 
ticks refufing the Cup, were to be difcovered by the Pia EEA Wek 
Priefits taking care that all the People received the 47761154. aa 
Cup as well as the Bread: But this happens to con- 
demn the modern. ufe.at Rome, (of denying the Cup 
to the People.) as.a grand Sacriledge; wherefore all 
Hands and Wits are at work, to ward off this fatal Hh 
Blow. Biniuvs in his Margen feigns, Tat Gelafius Aine 
ordered the Sacrament to be received in both kinds for a ‘i 
time: But.if sit had not been. the Cuftom at Rometo fii | 
receive in both kinds, before, the-_Manichees had never f 
been difcovered:, It. is very plain. Gela/ius confirms the eae 
oldCuftom, and thinks it in all times a Sacriledge. to 
receive but one-half:.Wherefore Labbe hath left out ae | 
this, pitiful: Note.. The Editors of Gratian cover this ‘ ee 
blot, by Porging-this: falfe: Tickle to. the Decree, The a 
Prieft ought nox to. teceiue the. Body of Christ without, the 
Blaod (c), |. But Gelajids Speaks, principally , if not only, (c) Gratian. 
of the. People, and: this Senfe fappofes moft of the, decr.3 par.de 
Lomaty Clergy to be-Manichgan. Hereticks. . There- ‘oukcsit.. 
fore Baronjus rejects, this Excufe..as frivolous (d), bur Fey Aa A 
takes as bad a method to-falve up this bufinefs; for -he ognatre 
ranifeltly perverts the fenfe. of the Decree, pre- pag.5 Lo. 

tending the Manichees. (uperftition made it Sacriledge only in 
them to reject the Cup; but it is, none in the Catholick 
People not:to receive it, nor injthe Church, to forbid 
it: But this is meer Shophiltry,, for it was certainly the 
Cultom even.at Rome in Gelafus. his time, and many 
Ages after, for all the Orthodox People. to receive in 
both-kinds ; and he calls it Sacriledge in any of the 
People, who did not receive the Cup,.as well as: the 
Bread: For he faith in general , This dividling the My- 
frerys can never happen without a grand Sacriledge.\, Now 
it is Certain, that when. either an Heretical or Ca- 
tholick Manor Woman receives but in one kind, it 
doth happen that the Myftery is divided ; and there- 
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fore in Pope-Gelafius Opinion , the prefent Church of 
Rome is guilty of a-grand Sacriledge, in taking the 
Cup from the People: And ‘it feems; the Editors thought 
Barowins had not: {fufficiently fatisfied this Objection , 
and therefore they cunningly leave it out of this Popes 
(e)Bin.pag-493 Decrees(e), in-both Editions. 
Lab.col.t258. With like-craft, they omit the Tra& of Gelafins 
againft Eutycbes, and only give a touch at it in the 
Notes (f); and there alfo care is taken(out of Baronius ,) 
if any fhall elfewhere meet with this piece , to keep 
them from difcerning , that Pope Gelafius condemns 
Tranfubftantiation; and exprefly faith , Phat the (ub- 
Pe ae france of Bread and Wine remains, after the Con fecration :: 
if ae The words they cannot deny but firft , Baronzus and 
an Binius argue it was not writ by this Pope , but by 
7 hh, Gelafius Cyxicenus , (an Author as Orthodox and more: 
6 ancient than Pope Gelafius; but their Arguments are 
| not fo cogent , as to outweigh the proofs that this 
Pope writ the Trac. Labbe in his Margen faith:, that 
emany learned men think it bis. ‘Gennadius Contemporary 
with the Roman Gela/ius , and the Pontifical fay, he 
writ a Fra& againft Eutyches: Fulgentius cites it as 
(g)Fulgent.da this Gelafins his Work(g): Pope ‘Fohn the Second; 
Férrand.Diac. lig afcribes it to his Predeceflor: Yea, the» Bib/io- 
| cap.1 8. theca Patrum allowed by the Expurgators, put it out 
~ (ppibiePate; Under Pope Gela/ius his name (4). And at laft, Ba- 
EdicParis. onus himfelf isnot againft{uppofing it washis. But 
Tom.4p.522-. then Secondly , He maniifeftly perverts the Senfe of 
che words before-cited , being (after long fhuffling) 
forced to this abfurdity ’, that by the {ubftance, 
(i) Baron An. be means, the accidents of Bread and Wine remain (i); 
4a Re Which makes this learned Pope fo ignorant , as to 
rer og, | miftake the firft- rudiments of Logick, and might al- 
Be eee moft:fhew he was an Heretick, if his Comparifon: in 
that fenfe be applied:co the two Natures-of Chrift-, 
for illuftrating of which ‘he brings it in: For thus 16. 
would follow, that Gelafus held , nothing but the acci- 
dents of Chrifts Body or Human Nature , remained after 


the Hypoftatical Union : Doubtle fs, Contarenws his ae 
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Cardinal, was wifer and honefter in making no reply 
at the Colloquy of Ratabon 1541, to this clear Teiti- 
mony: And it isgreat weaknels in Baronius , to brag 
what wonders he hath done, by heaping up a parcel 
of falfhoods and impertinence. Before we difinifs this, 
let it be noted , that the Annalift and Binius not only 
allow, but difpute for 500 forged Traéts and Epiltles, 
which fupport modern Popery ; but they devife innu- 
merable things, to bafile and difgrace the moft genuine 
Writings that condemn their Innovations: Which is 
Baronius his meaning , when he gives this reafon of his 
large digreffion about thisTract, becaufe out of it the 
Innovators take their. Weapons: But they who reject the 
old Writings of their own Dodgtors, do more jultly de- 
ferve that Title. 

Asto this Popes extraction , Volatteran and Panvinins 
fay, ———bis Father Valerius was a Bifhop: Which is 
now left out of the Pontifical, and not mentioned in 
Baronius or the Notes(&): But the omiflion fignifies 
little, there being fo many inftances of married Bi- 
fhops that had.Children; Yea, of Popes that were 
Sons, or Grand-Children of Bifhops or former Popes: 
As to the time of this Pope’s ingrefs , Baronius places it 
An.492, and upon the.credit of the dates of a few: 


Papai Epiftles, (which are always fufpicious and often. 


forged,) he rejects the Authority of Adarcelinus , who 
lived at this time, and died .4n.534.(/); in whofe Chro- 


nicle Gelafius is faid to be made Pope 4x.494 3 that is,. 


two year later than Baronius places it.. 


§. 8. If Marcellinus be. in the right, we may.juftly. 


doubt of thofe three Epiftles , [the 1, 2¢ and 94,] 
which Baronius cites:as writ before the year 494 : 


The 1 hath no date, and. though the time of wri-. 


ting it be.made an Evidence againft Marcellinus his 


Account ; yet he brings no proof it was writ 42, 492,: 


but this, Nothing binders us from. allowing thefe things 
between Euphemius and Gelafius, to be done this year(m). 


L reply ,.the Teftimony of a good. Author of. that, ¢.. 


Age, 
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(n)Gelaf.ep.t. 
Bin pag.466. 
Lab.col 1157, 


(o) Baron. An. 


492.N.3 O- 
pag. 466. 


(p)Gelafiep. 2. 
Bin. pag.468. 
Labcol.. 163. 


(qGelaf.ep.4, 
Bin pag.470. 
La’.col.r168, 


(r) Baron. An. 


483.n.§ 4. 
p2g-382, 
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Age, who affirms Gelafias was not Pope till two years 
after, hinders us from believing it was writ then: But 
I will not however condemn the Epiftle; which is mo- 
deft enough, calling Euphemius Bithop of Conftantinople, 
has Brother and Fellow, advanced to a Precedence by 
the favour of Christ(n): And when he was preffed to 
declare, by what Council Acacius was condemned , he 
cites no Roman Council,nor pretended Sentence of his 
Predeceflor Felis : But {faith,he was condemned by the 
Council of Chalcedon; but this he doth not make out. 
The Second Epiftle alfo wants a date, and is b 
guefsplaced*in this year by Baronins , with this falfe re- 
matk,y That the Popes by Cuftom wifed to pre{cribe a Form of 
Belief to all the Faithful(o): Whereas the Letter it felf 
declares the Cuftom was, — For every new Pope to declare 
his Faith to the Neighbouring Bifhops , that they might know 
he was Orthodox ( p). “Now there is a vaft difference , 
between. prefcribing'a Form of Belicf to others , and 
labouring to' get from them 4 Teftimony of our be- 
lieving aright. 
The 46 Epiftles true Title is, The Monitory of Gela- 
fius': But in Binins thefe words, [Of the moft bleffed Pope | 


areadded. (9); which Labbe righthy omits: In the Mo- 
nitory itfelf obferve; FirftyPhat Gelafius, denies his Pre> 
deceflor- or he had condémned the Em peror Anafta/fins. 
secondly, He faith,the Church hath no power to abfolve 
any after their death: ‘Thirdly, He clairhs no power 
to make any’new Canons, but only ta execute the old. 
Which other Bifhops may do. Fourthly, He cannot 
prove Appeals to Rome by any Canons but cthofe. of 
Sardica, which were rejected by many, and flights the 
Canons of Chalcedon, received every where but at Rome. 
Fifthly, He very falfly pretends, Acacins was only the Ex- 
ecuter of -the Roman Churches sentence,by whofe fole 
Authority fome Eaftern Bithops were condémned. But 
we know, Aeacius had condemned them long before any 
Sentence was givenat Rome (r),and {corned to a@& under 
the Pope. \ Sixthly, Where Gelafus in his own Caule 
vainly brags, That the Canons have given the fudgement 

over 
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Over all to the Apostolical Seat: Binius and Labbe mend it 
intheir Marginal Note, and fay, The Canons and Christ 
gave it this power (s) ; neither of which is true. ()Ep.4. in 

In the 524 Epiftle, Gelafiws owns a Private Bifhop for 8: verfus 
his Brother, and declares, that be bim/elf cannot alter the “°°” 
Canous. ‘Fhe Margen again heredaith, Te Canons can- 
not be altered (t), —they fhould have faid —-——mo mot (t)Gelafep.s. 
by the Pope: But here they fay too little, as beforethey 2i.pag.472. 
faid too much; which puts me in mind of Fuve- £2%coh 1172. 
nals Note, 


Oui(quam hominum est quem tu contentum videris uno 
Flagitio~ 


Tou newer knew a fingle Sin 
Content Men, when their Hands are in. 


The Date of this Epiftle muft be falle,being An.a90, 
that is, two years before (as they reckon) Gelafus was 
Pope. Labbe would mend it, by antedating the entrance 
of Gelafiws, forgetting that- he had printed an Epiftle of 
Felix to Thalafius, dated that year(v); his Invention 
therefore was better than:his Memory. 

The 66 Epiftle fhews, that notwichftanding the 
Popes fair pretences to an Univerfal Jurifdiction, his 
neighbour Bifhops in Dalmatia did not own it 3. but 
looked on him as a bufie-body, for medling in their 
affairs (2), and fufpe&ed the Snake of Ufurpation lay (ISelafep.<. 
under the florid Leaves of his feeming care of all the ?”P#8:472. 
@hricdhivs. Lab.col.117 36 

G 

The 7¢bEpiftle is briefly and imperfea@ly fet down by 
Baronius (x),becaufe he would conceal from his Reader, () 3470. 4m. 
that Gelafius makes Purgatory and Limbas Infantum a Pe- ugha 
lagian Opinion ; Let them (faith he (7) ) take away that ipl Gelafeorn 
third place, which they have made [recipiendis parvulis] Bin.pag.a74. 


(u) Labicol. 
Ho92, 


. . * yr e°9J > my / fa) 
for receiving little Children. And fince we read of no more, Labcol.11 78>. 


but the right hand and left, let them not make them ftay on 
the left band for want of Baptifm » but permit them by the 
Baptifns of Regeneration to pals to the right. Which 
iHuftrious Teftimony the Editors would obf{cure by Se 
reading, [decipiendis parvulis \ for deceiving. Children : 


Bue: 
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(a) Gelaf-Ep.8. 
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(c)Baron. An, 
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But i: that were the true Reading, it fhews, this Pope 
thought none but Children and Fools would believe a 
Third place invented by the Pelagians ; fince Scripture 
{peaks but of two, viz.Heaven and Hell. 

It is a trifling Note on this Epiftle, That Gelafius 
admonilhed fome Bifhops of Italy againft Pelagiani{m, not 
fearing two Princes, one of which was an Eutychian , the 
other an Arrian Heretick (z). For what cared thefe 
Princes for the Popes Letters, againft the Herefies of 
others, fo long as he let them alone, and never-admo- 
nifhed them of their own Herefies ? 

The 84 Epiftle was writ to one of thefe Heretical 
Princes, viz. to Anaftafius; and the Pope is fcanda- 
loufly filent about his Herefiz, nor doth he once re- 
prove his Errors in the Faith; but only labours, even 
by falfe pretences to juftifie his Supremacy, which 
gave too juft a ground for that Emperor and his Ea- 
itern Bifhops, to tax this Pope of fecular Pride, a 
fault very vifible in all his Writings on this Subje&. 
Further we may note, that this Epiftle was of old in- 
{cribed thus, Bifhop Gelafius to the moft glorious Emperor 
Anaftafius (a4); bute the Editors have left out the Em- 
peror’s Epithet, for fear he fhould look bigger than 
the Pope: Alfo, where the Pope prays that no Contagion 
may Stain his See,.and-hopes it never will (4) ; which 
plainly fuppofes, i was poffible Rome might Err 5 other- 
wife he had mocked God, in praying againit that 
which could not happen; and afiurance had left no 
place for hope, if the Popes were abfolutely Infallible: 
Yet here the Marginal Note is, Ze Apo/tolical See cannot 
Err: Which may caution the Reader, not to truft their 
Margent nor Index, for there és often more in the In{crip- 
tion, than can be found in the Box. 

The 9th Epiftle being dated 4x. 494. was odly ci- 
ted by Barenius, to prove that Gelafius was made Pope 
in An.492-(c): It feems to be a Collection of divers 
Canons put together , no Body knows by what Pope. 
And one thing is very ftrange, that whereas the Pre- 
face owns, the Clergy were almoft fiarved im many of 
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the Churches of Italy (d); Yet the Epiftle impertinently 
takes great care, that the Rents be divided into four 
parts, asif all things had then been as plentiful as 
ever: And whereas thefe Rules are fent to the Bifhops 
of Lucaniainear Naples, the Pope’s forbidding them to 
dedicate Churches without his Licence, is by the Mar- 
ginal Note made a General Rule for all Countries; but 
falfly, fince the Bifhops of the Eaft , of Afric, Gaul, &e. 
did never ask the Popes Licence in that Age , to confe- 
crate Churches. 

The 13th Epiftle is a bold attempt toward an Uni- 
verfal Supremacy (e): For Gelafivs finding the Bifhop 
of Conftantinople at his Heels , and come up almolt 
toa level with him, ufes his utmoft effort to. make 
a few Rafcian Bifhops believe he was fet over the 
whole Church: But he fhews more Art and Learning, 
than Truth or Honefty in this Argument , afferting 
thefe downright Falfhoods. Firft, That the Canons 
order, ail the World to Appeal to Rome , and fuffer 
none to Appeal from thence: But Belarmin (knowing 
thefe Canons where thofe defpicable ones of Sardica, 
and that even thoie did not intend to oblige the 
whole World,) in citing this paflage , changes Canones 
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(d) Gelaf-ep.9. 


Bin.pag 478. 
Lab.col.t18 86 


(e)Gelaf.ep.1 3. 


Bin.pag.4.8 3s 
Lab. col, 


appellari voluerint, into appellandum eft (f): So that he (f )BeZarmide 
chufes to leave it indefinite, that all muft appeal to Corcillib.2. 


Rome, rather than undertake to tell us (with Gelafius,) (P17-P98-9% 


how that See came by this Right. Secondly, That the 
Roman Church by its fingle Authority abfolved .4- 
thanafius, Chryfoftom and Flaviarn , and condemned Di- 
ofcorus, (as this little Pope brags); which is as true as 
it is, that the Roman Church ‘alone decreed the Council of 
Chalcedon fhould be received, fhe alone pardoned the Bifhops 
that lapfed in the Ephefine latrociny , and by her Authority 
cast out the obstinate: Which this Epiftle audacioufly 
afferts, though there are more untruths than lines in 
the whole paffage: And if liberty be not deny’d. us, 
We. appeal to all the Authentic Hiftorians of thofe 
4iges, who utterly confute thefe vain brags. Yer Bel. 
larmin adds.to this extravagant pretence of Romes 

Aa alone 


at) 
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alone decreeing the Gouncil of Chalcedon , (thefe words ) 

(g) Bede ‘by. ber fingle Authority(g),: But. Launoy bluthes for him, 
Concil. lib. and fays,ahat Gelalius bere [aith is not ftrittly true,and that 
erie : he needs a very benign Interpreter (4); that is,one who 
ep: SEA 9. willnot-call aSpadeaSpade: But let this Pope’saffertions - 
, be never fo falfe, they ferve toadvance the ends of the 
Roman Supremacy; and therefore you fhall find no. 

1) Baron, ay, MOre of this long Epiftle in. the Annals, but only this 
495.12,3.  nectoring paflage ().. Though he unluckily confefleth 
pag.soo. immediately after, shat Gelafius did “0 manner of good 
Cé)lbidn.s.. vith all this (k).. And no wonder, fince that Age, as well 
as this,knew his pretences were unjuff, his.reafoning fal- 

Jacious,and his inftances falfe.. Thirdly, He afferts, thac 

Pope Leo. vacated the Canons of Chalcedon: *Tis true, 

he did it as far aslay inhim, who meafured Right only 
by Intereft: But we have fhewed they remained in full: 

force, in all other parts of the Church, notwithftanding 

his diffent openly declared. Fourthly, He affirms, that 

the care of all the-Churches about Comflantinople was 

given to Acacius by the Apoftolick See: Which is, (as 

hath been proved) a notorious Falfhood; of which this 

Epiftle is fo full, that one would fufpeé it was the Off. 

{pring of a much later Age. Tis certain,the Title is very 

unufual, Gelafius Bifhop of the City of Rome,éc. And the 

date is falfe,the Conful named is Victor, whofe year was 

“0 year before: Baronius and the Editors of their own 

head mend it, and read [Viator ;] and Labbe.tells us in 

__ the Margin , that fome things are wanting (in this Epifile,) 
()Lab.marg. gud. fome are read otherways in Jultellus Manuferspt (1): 
Colizcc. - And again he obferves, that inftead of thefe words, 
Apoftolicee {edi frequentér datum eSt,————~it is now read, 

Apoftolica fedes frequenter ut dittum est, ec. which makes 

a great. alteration in the Senfe: The former implying 

only a delegated power, the later an original power 

of abfolving all perfons: So that if the whole be not 

a. Forgery, yet it ismow corrupted in many. places, by 

the bold Champions of the Supremacy , to whom hoe- 
thing was Sacred; Yea, we are told it comes out of: 

the Vatican Mint, refored and mended, (we know ve 
that.- 
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that means,) as far as was fit by Baronius(m). So that (m)Baron. au, 
the Impartial Reader may judge what credit is to be 4951-509. 
given to this Epiftle (out of which they often prove 

their Supremacy ) written by a bigotted Pope (who 

{crupled not at any thing to advance his See ) if it be 


genuine, and tranfcribed by fach as are convicted of He 


repeated Corruptions. 

Labbe gives us two other imperfe& Epiftles of Gela- 
fias, about his renouncing Communion with thofe who 
kept Acacius his Name in their Dypticks, as moft of the 
Eaftern Bifhops then did(). But in thefe the Pope 
humbly faith , It is not for my Humility to pafs Sewtence 
concerning a difference reaching through the World, my part 
being to take care of my own Salvation(o). . Which is fo (0) Ib.Lab.col. 


(n) Gelafep.1 4 
15. Lab,col. 
1212. 


different from the ftyle of his former Epiftles, | that if 1214. i ee 


thefe be genuine thofe are fafpicious. 
But fince all thefe Epiftles of Simplicius, Felix and Ge- 
Jafins, make fo foul a matter of Acacins his Cafe, let me 
once for all here give his Chara&er, and ftate that bufi- 
nels, “That he was Orthodox in all points is manifeft by (p) Labscol 
his Epittle againft Peter of Antioch (p): And by his forc- yio7, 
ing Bafilifeus to revoke his Edi& againft the Council of 
Chalcedon (q). And while the Pope flattered that Here- (q)zuagr. Hitt, 
tical Ufurper, Acacius made all the Bifhops’ who had lib.3.cap.7. 
fub{cribed it,recant (r). Fie alfo ejected Peter of Antioch (r)\d.ibcap.o. 
for Herefic, before the Pope knew of it, and’excommu- 
nicated Peter of Alexandria, yea, depofed him when he 
maintained his Herefie(s): And would not admit him () niberati 
to Communion again till he had profeffed the Catholic Brev.cap.16, 
Faith, and by name exprefly received the Council of Ate ihe 
Chalcedon (t). , Tis true, this Bifhop proved himfelf a ©) spud Beedle 
Diffembler by Apoftatizing afterward; but that was not lib. 3.cap.17. 
the Popes Quarrel at Acacias’; the Roman Bifhops were 
jealous of the Bifhop of Con/antinoples growing power, 
who flourithed under the Eaftern Emperors, ‘while their 
Church was’ ob{cured under a Barbarous King? And 
Acacius by the Emperors confént ( without con{ulting 
the Pope (#), put in and put out the Eaftern Bifhops as 
he thought fit, pretending this power was given him 
Aa 2 by 


(u) Liberas, 
Brev.ut fupr. | 
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by the Councils of Conftantinople and Chalcedon : This 
galled the Popes , and therefore in the pretended Sen- 
tence of Falix , he is charged as one that ufurped others 
Provinces contrary to the Nicene Canons. This check’d 
the univerfal Supremacy that Rome had then beea for 
fometime aiming at, fo that they could have forgiven 
any Herefie rather than this attempt: Which appears 
by this, That though Pelagianifm had fpread it felf all 
over the Welftern Church, and Eutyches Herefie prevail- 
ed in the Eaft, yea, a great part of Rome it Iclf was 
Arrian, we find few or no Popes Letters againift thefe 

“Violators of the Faith , as if they (with Zaberius ) lefe 
ad least tak Chriff to revenge his own injuries (w). But all their outcry 
pe er Aug, 9 againtt Acacius, whom they would never forgive 
| living nor dead, for touching their Jurifdition , that. 

was dearer to them than all the Articles of their 

Creed. But while they hated him, the whole Eaftern 

Church took his part ,. and he continued to exercife his 

Office (in {pight of all the Popes Sentences ) until his 

death, leaving behind him fo good a Character, that 

Suidas {aith, If ever any man were truly venerable it was: 
(x)Suidas in . Acacins(x). Yea, it was a long time before the Greeks: 
(aati) —__ Gould be perfuaded either by the promiles or threatnings 
of Rome to put his Name out of the Dypticks , though 

the union of the Eaft and Welt depended at laft upon 

that fingle Point. They objected, that he fubfcribed the 

Fdi& for Union made by Zeno. I reply,, fo did three 

Patriarchs more, and that Edi& contained no Herefie, 

nor did it condemn the Council of Chalcedon. They. 

urge alfo, that be rejected John ‘Talaia am Orthodox Bifhop 

of Alexandria: But that was becaufe he believed him 

perjured, and.confequently unduly elected.To conclude, 

‘Acacius was a good Man, and thofe who will confider 


the matter impartially, will think the Popes deferve no 
commendation for their ftilfnels and violence in this 


Contelt.. 


After 
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After the Epiftles follow fome Tracts of Gela/ius;The 

firft of whichis about Excommunicatios: Wherein there 

is one paflage that afHidts Baronius ; For thé Pope faith, 

Chrift hath feparated the Kings Office and the Bifhops.; So 

that Bifbops muft not challenge Royal Dignity nor aneddle in 

fecular Affairs , nor may Kings adminifter Holy things (y ). (7) Trak. h 

But the Cardinal will have rhe Roman Bishop to have at ee ee 

leaft Regal Power, and Kings to be fubject to Ecclefia- Bate 

fticks, who he thinks may meddle in Temporal Affairs, 

tho’ Kings muft not in Sacred matters;citing for this an 

Epiftle of Gela/ius (z).But I fhould rather think the Epiftle: (a) ee 

forged if ic did contradi& this Tra@,tho’ Baronins wrelts eg ae 

the words he cites,and omits a paflage that immediately 

followsthem,viz.Tbe Ecclefiaftical Rulers obey yourLaws(a); (2) Gelaf-ep.&. 

which fhews Bifhops were then fubje& to Princes. uy Pag47 6» 
And the next Tract [againft the profane Pagan Fefti- pas Hae 

vals fhews that the Pope had no fhadow of Regal 

power.at Rome inthofe days 3 For Gelafius only declares - 

them unlawful, and faich he will deliver his own Soul 

in perfuading the Chriftians to forbear them + But it was 

the Senates part to forbid them and take them away, 

and his Predeceflors were to Petition the Emperor (as 

he owns) to abolifh fuch impieties (0). So that Baronins (6) Tra&.2.Gel, 

his huffing Preface to this argument againft. thefe Paga- oat fee thee 

nith Feafts is very ridiculous. You may fee (faith he) bow “°°°'7?™ 

he exalts bimfelf againjt the Emperor , and though the City 

was under a Gothic King, he prefcribes Laws.to Rome 

without asking. leave of an Impions Prince(c). He hath (c)Barox. Ars 

good Eyes (1.am fure) who in this Sermon or Difcourle for U2 T 

can {ee either any exercife of Authority:or. Law prefcri- Be aXe 

bed, only indeed ic is a piousand rational exhortation, 


§.9, A Roman.Council under Gelafius-is placed next,. An, Dit.49 40 
faid to confift.of ‘70 Bifhops ,.conyened to fettle the 
Canon of Scripture 5 and to: diftinguifh genuine from feNaeae 
{purious Authors ¢@). . But. the. whole feems a meer tes ep ae. 
Forgery’: For,-firft, the Publifhersare not agreed upon ize. 
what Pope-to, Father it: Divers Manufcripts. in Labde, (¢) Lab.iridee | 
afcribe it'to. Hormifda (who fat 20 Years after this (e). Hormi [ds 60. 

ee Another 19°? 
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Another very old Book calls it, 4 Declaration of Holy 
(f) Labmarg. Scripture,érc. with Gelafins his Annotations (f). The De- 
cohizéo.  creeinGratian and in Fuftelus his Manufcript wants 
(g) Gratian. all the Books of the Old and New Teftament (g). Wherein 
ee allo, all the ftuff about the Primacy, and the order of Patri- 
pag.20,&c. @rchs is omitted: Yea, the Notes in Gratian own , that 
| ErLab. col formerly ic went no further than to—item gefta Sanéo- 
baled 1261. rum Martyrum—So that the beginning and end(thatis, 
. ey four parts in fix) are Forged ‘by their own Confeffion ; 
bean Yea,the whole,as Binius grants,'z (o confufed,that in many 
ne places it is impoffible to read it ; yet (they fay) they have 
baie ventured to mend it as well as they can. But after all 
it their correcting , or (rather) corrupting it, the Copies 
do not agree: Some want the Book of Fadith and the 
ae 2d of Macchabees: Some have only one Book of Kings; 
iti and one of Chronicles: Some reckon but two Books of 
| Solomon, fome three, and others five: Some afcribe Wif- 
: dom and Ecclefiafticus to the Son of Syrach (h).. And 
Pee | #260. 1n mag: after all, as to the Canon it agrees neither with the 
tee : Ccfen’s Hit.of 7. fat “asia igi 7 ‘ 
| the Canon, Council of Laodicea, nor with that of Carthage, nor ift- 
pag.i23. deed with it felf, whatever Biwins vainly brags (#).. And 
(7) Biminnot. jg not this a rare Foundation-for the Trent Fathers to 
PRES Oras build their miltaken Decree upon? As to the reft of 
STOEL St it, That paflage | —-rbat the Roman is preferred before all 
other Churches, not by any Synodal Decrees; but by rhe Voice 


(h)See Lab.col. 


. of Chrift,c.— | is not only -a modern addition (as 
i wh | appears by Gratian and Fustellus Manufcrip:, which o- 
* mit it)but it contradias the 4rh Epiftle of Gela/us,which 


faich, The fupream power overall is not given 10 any by the 
(k)Gelafep.4. Canons, but to the Apotolical Church (k.). The order 
Bin.pag.471- alfo of the Patriarchal Sees (added fince the time of 
Lacol1170 Cy osiag) is drawn up contrary to the Canons of Conftan- 
tinople and Chalcedon: The account of Councils make 
the Emperors Constantine. and Theodofius Prefidents of 
the two firft General Councils 5 Marcian and Anatolius 
of the 44), without naming Leo, aad only mentions Ce- 
leftine’s content to the third-Council: So that this piece — 
was coyned before the Pope pretended ‘all .Councils 
void wherein he or his Legates did not prefide. Sa 
_ | that 
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that paflage, That the Aéts of the Martyrs are not read 
in the Roman Church, becaufe many of them are writ by ano- many 
nymous., mistaken , weak and- Heretical Authors (1), was (1)Biz.pigor. Faia # 
writ before that Church had ftaffed all her Offices {o L4#col.1263. a 
full of lying Legends, and ridiculous Romances about ; ee 
the Saints, the reading of which (before the Reformati- La 
on) took up a third part of the Priefts time upon Fefti- in| 
val days: But upon the whole‘l dare aver, itis not Gela- ue 
fieshis work,but moft of it forged by I/dore Mercator 300 ey 
Year after the time of this pretended Council: Where- ie 
fore it ought not to be cited as evidence on their fide. 
There is a 2d: Rotman Council under Gelafius to ab- . 
folve Mifenus, one-of the Popes Legates, who had be- ff 
trayed his Mafter ; and now repented: But admit the HED 
matter of Fact be-true, yet the bad ftyle, and barbarous a 
aise thele Acts are ftrong fufpicions of their being 4 
Forged, 


§.10. Anastasius the 2d fucceeded Gefafius ; accord- An.Dom 496: 
ing to Marcellinus Chronicle (an Author of that time) 
or in the year 498.But Nauclerus places his EleCtion(out - ; 
of fome other Author) 4.492 (m). Baronius and the (a): Naucler. | 
Editors without Authority correét both thefe, and place Chron.Gen.1 7. 
his entrance 4n.496(#). The matter is not great, and fae ie 
ferves only to thew us the ob{curity of the Popes in that Auaf Bin. pag. 
Age,whofle Times are fo differently related in Hiftory, ses. Labcok, 
that we may be fure they were not»made (as now at 1276. 
Rome ) ane4irato reckon Councils and all other Charch - 
matters by: The Author of the Pontifical'( who writ 
after the quarrel about Acacius was over’) faith hard 
things of this Pope; viz. 14#, That his Clergy reje@ed 
him, becaufe without any Council .he communicated (0) Vit.4uafue 
with Photinus a Deacon of Theffalonica, a Man of Aca- a . 
cius party: | And 2ly,'becaufe'he would privately have fhiic Temp. 


reltored Acacias: For which allo (he faith) by the Dik 63. 


vine-Judgment he ‘was ftruck with death (0). Now Nauel:r.Chron:» j 
all this was allowed for truth by their own Writers be- Renee 
fore Barénius(p). And both Ivo and Gratian received Platinvit.An 


én ; ; : A we ; ~« Volatteranns, -. 
iv for Authentic Hiftory, and placed icin their colle@i- 07" 


oe, 
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i + 5S Se Peale I 


154 


The Church Hiftory cleard, Part III. 


(q)Iv0 Carnot. ons(q). But fince the partial Cardinal writ, (not to dif- 


par.t4.cap.4O. 
Gratian decret. 
par.1.dilt.39.. 


CoM e 


cover truth, but to difprove all that feemed to reflect on) 
the Roman.See, :Gratian 1s corrected in later Editions 
with a Note which contradicts the Text; and the Edi- 
tors Notes out of Baronivs (which extol the Pontifical to . 
the Skies when it reports the greateft falfhoods for the 
honour of Rome) here fay that Book is erroneous and 
faulty 3 yea, they charge them all to be Hereticks that 
{pread thefe reports, largely difputing that all this is falfe: 
But in vain; For.1s#, as to his allowing the name of 
Acacins to be reftored in the Dypticks (which is the 
meaning of wvoluit revocare Acacium in the Pontifical) ; 
This is certainly true: For the Emperor Fujin exprelly 
affirms this Pope did communicate with Acacius his 
patty, as the Notes own, and they cannot difprove it 
bue by falfifying an Epiftle of Pope Symmachus , and 
reading ego for nego (as fhall be fhewed prefently). Nor 
isit any wonder that one Pope fhould approve what his 
Predeceffors had condemned 3 and if this be true, .dna- 


flafius judged better than former Popes, whofe Eyes 


were dazeled fo by.Ambition , that they could not fee 
the Truth. 2/y, As‘to his communicating with Photinus 
without a Council, the Notes finally do not deny ict ; 
and it feems Felix the Senator doubted not (if Anafafi- 
us had lived) to have engaged him. to fub{cribe Zeno’s 
Edi@ for Union; fo that he was. likely enough to be 
moderate toward Acacius his party: Only I donotthink 
he would (as the Notes pretend) venture upon his fingle 
‘Authority to abfolve Photius, if he had been condem- 
ned by a Council, becaufe in that Age the Popes did 
not exercife any fuch power. 3d/y, As to his being 
ftrook with death by voiding his Bowels, it might be 
true; norcan I think(asthe Notestuggeft) thatallthe 
Authors above-cited are miftaken, and put the Pope for 
the Emperor,who died by Thunder, becaufethe Deaths 
were very different: And though Bisins fay it+was 


(r) Not. in Vit. 4 boys the fame time (r)3 that is very falfe; for the Pope 


Anaf.Bin.pag. 
% 06. Lah. cole 


1278. 


died An. 598, in the Emperor’s Seventh Year: But the 
Emperor lived near twenty year-longer, and died se 
an Ayah te | 
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who could not diftinguith two fuch different things hap- 
pening to two Perfons at fo great a diftance of time 
and place, but took it'‘for the fame ftory: Yet after all 
it may be this Pope died a natural death, and that this 
flander of his dying by Gods Judgment might be the 
invention of the next Age, after the Popes had got Aca- 
cius to be declared a Schifinatick; for then the Writers 
Were to blacken all his Friends by fuch Fables as thefe. 
And now that turn is ferved, Baronies would wipe off 
the ftain again, meerly becaule Anaffafius was a Bifhop 
of Rome: How probable this guefs is, I leave the Rea- 
der to judge. | 
There is but one Epiftle of this Pope, writ to the Em- 
peror (his Name-fake ) Anastafias , wherein ‘tis plain, 
he thinks the Quarrel about Acacias now deceafed , 
no juft ground for the two Churches to feparate from (sjEpit 
, . (sJEpilt. duaft. 
each other (s): Yet for the fcandal he had given , his pin sae.s06. - 
Opinion was, that his Naine alone ought to be left.out_ 124.col.s 279. 
of the Dypticks; but withal he ‘approves of the Bap- 
tifm and Orders he had given, and juftifiesthis by good ., 
ki i ' ‘ ‘ (t) Ibid. Biz. 
proofs of Scripture (¢). Gratiam holds this laft De- oo babical 
cree to. be illegal and uncanonical, becaufe it contra: j,3,, 
dicts the determinations of féme of his -Predecef- 
fors(#). But impartial Readers will fee, that his Opi- (w) Gratian. 
nion is better confirmed by Reafon and Scripture, than ta atin 
the contrary ever was by‘any Pope that held ic: 5 g°7°?” 
Nor ought the Notes to fay, Anaftafius decreed this by 
a difpenfation grounded on his Apoftolical Authority 
For it is an Orthodox Truth, That the Crimes of the dif- 
penfers of Sacraments and Holy Orders, e(pectally if it be 
only Schifm, do not invalidatethem, to [uch asin their inte- 


grity receive them: Sothat unlefs a Pope need a difpen- | 


fation to téll Truth, here is no occafion for any difpen- 
fing Power. | 
This Epiftle is followed by a Memorial given by the 
Legates of Alexandria to the Popes Legates then at Con- 
Stantinople,for an Union between the two Churches(w), b.) 
which they fpeak of as equal si Churches, and give 74) col 123: 
B . no 


9 
46 
© 


fill 4x.5 17. So that thof Hiftorians muft be very dull tie 


, ie aie 3 is, 
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no hint of any fubje@ion due from. them to Rome, 
(which they-think) had unfortunately miftaken them, 
as-guilty of Herefie: Nor doth Anaffafias in the former 
Letter to the Emperor pretend.to any power that he. 
liad over Alexandria, but defires the Emperor by his 
Wifdom and Authority to reduce them to the Catholic 
Faith, calling him ¢be.Vicar appointed by God to prefide in 
the Earth « Which the modern Roman Writers think too 
great a complementto a Lay Prince. 

Upon the death of Anaftafius,the Roman Clergy were 
divided and chofe two Popes,Laurentius and Symmachas: 
But after a warm and long conteft , both parties agreed: 
torefericto an Heretical Gorhifh King, viz. Theodorics to 
(x)Vit. Symmac. declare an Infallibly Orthodox Head of the Church (x). 
Bin.pag.so9. Who modeftly referred itto a Synod of Bifhops , and 
fad a they at laft confirmed the Election of Symmachus. The. 
tks "Notes: call this @ Schi(ms of .the.univerfal Church (y).. Bue’ 
Lab.cohi2g3,\ it: was.ho;morethan a.Schifm.of that. particular Church 

of Rome, and: had.no-influence, that we hear of, upon 
the whole Catholick Church: Only a Legend cited out 
' of thé fabulous Dialogues. (which difparage the Name 
of Gregory the Great) tells us, that Pafehafius, a learned 
and holy Roman Deacon, was feen after his death in an 
odd Purgatory of hot Water, condemned thither (as 
Symmachus Friendstold the ftory ), for taking part with 
(x) Norib.Bin. Laurentius(z): But it feems when this Fable was made, 
Labcol.128%. praying to Saints was not in fafhion ; for Paf/chafius de- 
fires the Bifhop that faw him to pray to the Lord to releafe 
him. ‘The Notes alfo here cite a very idle ftory of an. 
Image which bled when it was fhot 3 but Damafcen is 
his Author, who lived 250 year alter this, and whofe 
ftories about Images are generally ridiculous and incre- 
dible. But’tis more material to obférve, that this Pope 
Symmachus was charged with notorious Crimes, and the. 
Papal power’ was then {o low, that the Roman Clergy 
petitioned an Arrian King to fend Vifiters to try the 
Pope, who fubmitted to this Judicature authorized Clay 
the Notes) by this excellent Prince: And the Bithops (as 
they obferve) not only acquitted the Pope, but were e 
wile 


A1.D0m. 498. 
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wife as to conceal the fault of which he was accu- 
fed (a), .But.if that were fo great .a piece of Wif- (2) Not. Bin. 
dom, Ennodins, who then ,writ.an Apology for him, Mé71' 
and Baronins and Binixs, who now would vindicate him, “7° '*?* 
thew no great difcretion in confefling he was accufed 
of Adultery (4): For which, (if it were true, ) he ©) Zvmed. ap. 
deferved a worfe Purgatory than his Antagonift Pa/- .°7°/2>7* 
chafius. ge eee ; re if 
The Epiftles publifhed in Symmachus’s name are Ele- Baron. dn, 502. 
ven. The two firft. of which were formerly directed 2.32. 
0 Cefarius, but now they alter the Title , and infcribe 
them to Eonius: It feems the Forger was no good Chro- 
nologer;:and the Stile is fo barbarous, the Senfe fo ob- 
{cure , and.the. Matter fo jejune , that it would be a 
Scandal to.any. Pope to have writ them (c). And. if @Symmach, 
Symmachus writ thefe, the 4th and $b. may be difcern- ao hat 
ed by their Style, to have. been endited for him by a ipsa 
more-able hand (d),; that:is, by Exnodius, who Binius (d)Ep.s.Bin. 
fippofes-did write .the 87 Epiftle (¢). , However, this pag-st2. 
Pope, is. very. free.in blaming his Predeceflor for de- 42?+ol.'29s. 
crecing <contrary to,the ancient Cultom (f/f): But he cee yas Bin 
fcruples not.to break many Canons at oncé, by order- zahcoli300, 
ing:that.the,Popes forthe. future foall name, their Succe/- (£) SymEp.r. 
fors{g).» bnche. 7th Epiltle of Symmachus., the Editors ut fupra. 
and Baronius haye manifeftly corrupted the ‘Fext, read- (8) Conell.1. 
. 3 ; ; dant: \Om, B77, pag. 
ing iffa quidem ego, for iSta quidens mego(h): But the . |. pas 
Senfe fhews the Forgery ; for the Emperor had charg- (y) Sym.Ep.7. 
ed the Pope for excommunicating him, in the cafe of B:m.pag.si4. 
Acacius ; Symmachus replies, 1 deny the(e things 5 we have La?col.1298. 
not Excommunicated you, O Emperor , but Acacius: leave 2770" An. 50% 
him, and you are quit of his: Excommunication ; if you do a: 
not thruft your [elf into his Excommunication you ave 
not Excommunicated by us; if you do, you are Excommuui- 
cated by your [elf , not by us: So that whether you ftick 
‘toLien or leave him, bewever you are not Excommunicatea 
byus, We fee the Pope over-and over declares, they 
had not by any particular Sentence-Excommunicated 
the Emperor at Rome 3 it was only Acacius in particular, 
and his Followers in general wie were fenienced there; 
2 in 


7 


oA Se Loh BOT Ca Tr De er Ta Aga aS pa ied 
‘ pie era SO shai fet: (a eave 


188 


in which Sentence if the Emperor wilfully involved 
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himfelf,they (who.had done nothing againft him) could 
hot juftly be blamed, as if they had Excommunicated 
him: Now to bring in this Sentence with 12a quidem 
Ego isto make the Pope contradi& himielf, and 
confef he had Excommunicated the Emperor, which 
he utterly deniés, and therefore sfta quidem Nego 
muft be the true Reading, and that bold Forgery of 
turning it into[ Zgo,]was made on purpofe to fet up an 
early Precedent for the Pope’s having Excommunicated 
Emperors, Finally, The Margen of the fame Epiitle 
(to carry on the fame holy Cheat) obferves, That the 
Pope's Dignity is greater than the Emperors: But this is 
not in the Text, where Symmachus thus expreficth him- 
felf, I vill not [ay , it is a greater, but an equal power : 
So that when the Pope had ftretcht a little,they go much 
further, and dare tell greater Untruths than he, 

And here we fhall conclude this'‘Century , becaufe 
the firft Synod faid to be held under this Pope, ought 
to be dated after the year foo, and belongs to the 
next Age: To which we fhall proceed (with Gods affi- 
ftancé) hereafter, when we have firft (in our ufual me- 
thod) noted fome remarkable Errors in Baronius , ‘that 
are within this Period; but have not fallen in our way, as 

we treated of the Councils of this time: 7 


Cent: 5: Errors:and Forgeries in Baronius. 


An Appendix concerning Baronius his 
Annals. 


“WAH E. Cardinal hath given a juft, but fevere cen- 
{ure of ‘his own Hiftory , where he faith, Js zs 
dangerous to enquire after Truth among later Writers , who 
are oftes found ‘to write that which falferumors , vain ima- 
gination, private affection and fometimes Flattery fuggefted 
to their Minds, tothe great prejudice of Hiftorical Truth(a). 
Yet he borrows very many of his Relations concerning 
the Saints, and ancient Practices,from Modern Authors, 
or from fpurious Traats, of which this Period affords us 
thefe Initances. 


(a)Baron. An, 
107]. - 


§:1. They will have Porcarius the Abbot to have been 
a Martyr, and celebrate his Martyrdom Aug. 12th, 
and -yet the Hiftory is taken out of a fpurions Tract, 
and he-owns the Matter of Fa@ to be falfe(d). His re- 
port-of a Golden Saviour (fo they name an Image) 
decked with precious Jewels, made by the Emperor 
Valentinian, atthe requeft of Pope Sixtus , hath no bet- 
ter Authority than the Epiftle of Pope -Adrian to Charle- 
main, which is ftuffed with Fables: No Writer of this 
Age takes notice of it, nor-were fuch Images then ufed: 
So rhatit need be-‘no wonder, that the Vandals did not 
plunder this rich Statue, becaufe in the time of their 
Sacking Rome it was not there(c). But-if [ome wor- 
fhiper of Imagesabout Adrian’s time, to gain repute to 
this Golden Statue, afcribed a greater Antiquity to ir, 
than he ‘ought (as was uftial in {ach cafes,) Baronius doth 
alto reprefent tt as a Wonder, that an Image was not 
ttolen before ie was made.. 


(b) Baron. An. 
453.0.47- 


(c)Baron. An. ~ 
45 FM} « 
pag-2o 3 ° ‘ 


The : 


Pag-1 91,392, 


per Br ae 


190 ~ non Errors and Porgeries: “Part HD. 
The refpe& that Childeric, a Pagan King of France, 
payed to St.Gevovefa, and the Miracles that occafi- 
oned it, depends onthe Credic of Syrius, and the Acts 
of that Virgin fo ithat theMattervoF fact iswét ful 
(d)Baron.4n, picious (4); and the large reflexion upon it is as frivo- 
456.047 lous, in reprefenting a Heathen King as more pious 
pag-2 12. than thoie (whom he calls) Hereticks , for venerating 
and worfhiping the Saints; :for-his: Story proves nothing 
of his, worthiping .a, Saine. departed 3: and if any, li- 
ving Saints. could now be found. in their. Church; 
dare fay , the very Hereticks would. give them great 
relpect, ols 
That A pparition-of che Blefled Virgin to Leo.before 
he was Emperor, which the Annalift defcribes: fo prg- 
lixly, hath no.other nor better. Author than Naicephorus, 
rohaediuent who lived long alter this, Age., and is by. this very 
ot a shark. Hiltorian olten centured for a fabulous Writer (¢). 
to pag 218. Again, to juftifie an improbable Story of Ce/arius while 
e he was.but.a young Bifhop, imperioufly commanding 
a greater and much -elder Bifhop than himfelf, .(Euche- 
rius Bifhop of Lyons.) to. work a Miracle, taken out of 
a corrupted piece of Ce/arins his Life, He rejects the 
Chronology of Gennadius, and.talks. of fuppofing.two 
(a)Barou.dn. Bifhops-ot Lyons, named both of them Euchersus;(d), 
403.06 — though noaancient Author mention any duch hing, 
i Be niin he Relation .of an Angels vifibly waiting on.St. 
: | Marcellus, when he and his Monks went to Petition the 
a Emperor again{t the making.an Arrian,. Ce/ar.;: is cun- 
ningly contrived;.For she Author notes; that or, all. the 
company, only fome.few witnelfes fore-ordaimed:of. Godywho 
(e)Baromdm bad clearer Eyes than the refty faw this Angel Ce). And 
409.5: Zonaras (a more credible Writer than. the Deviler of 
sett thefe Adts,) who mentions the Story ,. never heard: of 
(f)Zonar.An- this.Apparition atall(f), However, if thele few fharp- 
nal.Tom.3.  fighted, Gentlemen, defigned to: impofe upon the .reft 
of the Monks, the Plot was.well laid , that none but 
they fhould difcern the Angel. 


The 


Cent.s. in Baronius. 


The Miracle of the Beam of Light, appearing at the 
Blédtion of St.Rewigius , the Apoftleof the French , is 
very fufpicious, becaufe’ Sidonims who knew and: ad- 
mired hini; and lived’ atthe fame time, is filent ; and 
the report is fetched from a Succeflor of his ; who 
writ Cor is pretended to have writ) this above 350 year 
after (¢). | 

Though Surias be one of his moft cammon Authors 
for all -his Legends, yet he: confefles great defetts , and 
many things which need correction , are found in his Colle- 
tion (Hh); ard he in the fame Page taxes Nicephorus to (b) Baron.dn, 
be Erroneous (7), yet hath no better Authors than he Moti hen, 
and Metaphraftes,: for the invention of the moft Holy Gar- Bee, pa 
ment of the Bleffed Virgin. which yet no doubt the ig- 
norant People of the Roman Communion do mightt- 
ly adore (2): Such another Evidence , is the Pratum (h) 1d.An.474. 
Spirituale of Fo.Mofchus (falfly afcribed to Sophrowius ;) ™4:P88:30%: 
yet ‘out of this, he Records a very Scandalous Story ; 
that the Bleffed Virgin declared to adevout Votarefs 
of hers, whom Zeno had abufed: by violence ; That 
fhe could not take vengeance on him for his Luft, be- 
caufe this Emperor gave much Alms (/); which teaches (1)Barom, ecd. 
Rich Men ‘how to contintie as filthy as they pleafe, and 49-2.19p.303e 
be fecured againft the Divine Vengeance, if any be fo 
weak. as to credit it. ag 

It fhews great partiality for any Story about. the Re- 
licksof the Saints , in that Baronius rejects all the cir- 
cumftances ‘mentioned ‘by Theodorus Lettor about the 
Relicks of St. Eu/tatins, and yet ‘will have us. believe 
the folemn removal of them to Axriich; whereas we 
have reafon to refpe@ the Story it felf to be falfe , 
when the fole Author was grofly miftaken, bothin. 
the time and effects of tranflating the Relicks (#7). . But ben) Barons em 

: “ 432.4 85>. 

the bufinefSof the Annalift was, to defend and allow pig ses, 
every thing that feemed to make the veneration of Re- 
licks ancient. 

Nothing is moreevident in this Age, than that the 
Emperors or the Gothifh Kings; yea, the Preefacts of : 
Rome made Rules for the Election of the Popes, and : 
either. 


(2)Barom. As 
471.36. 
pag. 293: 


- (mn) Baron. An. 
4% 3.n.10,&c¢. 
p2g-371. 


493.N.43¢ 
p2g 480. 


(p) Baron. An. 
494.055 9. 
P28-494- 


id (n) Baron. An. 
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either confirmed or annulled them: But whereas there 
is a Decree about. Elections at Rome ,. made in the va: 
cancy,.of the See., by the Roman Clergy and Bafilius 
the Prefeé,which feems to be very genuine (n) ; Baronius 
rejects it, by the bare Authority ef a Synod that hath 
been forged,(as fhall be fhewed) on purpofe to perfuade 
the World, that Princes had nothing to doin the Ele- 
ction of Popes... » Y eee 3 

The Story of the. Apparition of St.Ad@chael at Mount 
Garganus, is cited only out of alate Author, wx. Sige- 
bert, who-lived above 600 year after this time:: And 
therefore the Cardinal-onght not to. have been fo nice, 
in mending. a .grofs .miftake in the Relation ,. (which 
fhe ws the ignorance of the Inventor of this Fable, (but 
rather to. have rejected the whole Fiction fo abfurdly 
related, and fo ill atcefted (0). 

With like induftry Baronias defends two moft ridicu- 
lous Fables about Images, which :f0..Damafcem cites out 
of Theedoret’s Ecclefiattical Hiftory.; and yet the Fa@s 
happened (as 1s pretended in the Reign. of Anaftafius,) 
who. was not.Emperor till 20 year after Theodorer?s 
death (p). Now: rather than lofe fuch Evidence for 
the Veneration. of Images,. the Annalift falls to guef- 
fing, who was the true Author of thefe Fables; and 
firft be thinks it was Theodorus Leftor ; but he writ. in 
AnaStafius his time, who ordered this Piéturerto be 
made, fothat he could not fpeak of this, as an old 
Piece {poiled with moifture: Wherefore at laft he finds 
another Theodoret, :-befides. the famous Bifhop of Cyrus, 
but knows neither where nor when he lived: So that 
fuch an obfcure Writer is not a fuficient Witnefs to 
make great improbabilities credible; yet he takes this 
for a. mighty and clear Miracle, wrought by God at Con- 
ftantinople is the East, on purpofe to coufute the Arrian 


(Qdibid.n66, Princes then Reigning in Africa, Italy and Gaul(q); Who 
Kc. pag. 396. 


in all probability never heard of this Story, and would 
much fooner have - believed it, if ic had been done in 
their own Country. 


It 
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It is very improbable,that later Auchors fhould know 
fo exactly all the lictle A&ts, Sayings and Miracles of 
St. Benedié , and yet differ almoft 30 year abour the 
yearof his Birth; nor are they agreed about his Age 
and Death. This minds me of a Comical Authors 
remark upon fuch as pretend to Pray and Preach Ex- 
tempore by an Hour-glafs— As if the Spirit could teach 
them what to (ay ; but #0t how much——— It is (doubtlefs) 
a ftrong fufpicion that moft of the Relations were in- 
vented after the time of this Saint, (little noted in his | 
own days) was forgotten. Yet I fee not how the time 
of writing the Dialogues (called) Gregory’s, fhould prove 
Marianus, Scotus, Sigebert and Trithemius miftaken, in 
faying Benedié was born in the year 507: Becaule if 
Gregory the fecond (which is very probable,) were the 
Author of thofe fabulous Dialogues, he was made 
Pope 4m. 714. (in an Age of Legends, ) and fo Bene- 
dié dying, An.603. might have four Abbots his Suc- 
ceflors, before this heap of Fables was put together, 
which are very unworthy of Gregory the 1/2 Pope (7). (+) Baron. dn. 
Ic is worth noting, that this Benedict de/pifed Learn- 4?*7° 
ing and Study, and ran away from School (s);anillOmen, CS idibn a 
that his followers the Monks fhould help‘ to ruin all ee 
polite literature, and bring in that ignorance which co- 
vered all Chriftendom for many Ages: For what other 
could be expected from fuch a Founder, that was know- 
ingly ignorant,and wifely unlearned (as this Gregory {peaks ?) 
But it was not only his Cafe ; for St. Francw, another 
Founder of Monkery, bids his Followers- if they 
cannot Read y never to learn any Letters , but above all to } 
take heed they may be in{pired with the Spirit (¢): Yea, he (*) Regula S. 
makes reading much, aud getting Books , to be one of his Bee 
bad figns (u). Thefe illiterate Patrons were fit tolead (ytdem ibid, 
on an Army of Ignoramus Fryers, to extinguifh the pag.ot. 
Light of Learning, that their talfe Doctrins and cheat- 
ing Pra@tices might pafs undifcovered in the darknefs 
they had made. 

Further, we may obferve, that the Cardinal fevere- 
ly Faxes Trithemius, and other Monkifh Writers, for 

Cc falfly 
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falfly feigning that many Eminent Men, who preceded 
Benedié in time, were Monks of his Order, out of a 

(w)Baron.ibid. blind ‘Zeal to fet up its glory (2).But he confiders nor, 

n.78+pag-498- thar the fame blind Zeal hath put thefe Authors, (out 
of whom he brings innumerable Stories, ) upon fay- 
ing very falfe things for the glory of their Order, 
which probably never were done upon the face of the 
Earth. So that he fhould have better. Authority 
than thefe partial Monks, for the Miracles of their own 
Saints. 

Theodorus Leéor heaped up many {cattered Reports 
without care,, and is.not of the beft credit, efpecially 
in cafe of Relicks ;, but his fingle Teftimony is enough, 
to make Baronius believe, That God takes care of a dead 
Saints Bones, inanEarthquake, which probably might 

(x)Baron. 4m {wallow up many living Saints (x), who often fuffer in 
E ii oe iG fuch Common Calamities. 
i 8 Thofe Miracles of St.Remigius, which are impioufly 
if ) (y) Baron. 4a, equalled to them that the Apoftles wrought (y), have 
499.1:27;28 no better evidence than two Authors, ( Aimonius and 
29. Pag-534> Eincmarws,) who writ about 400 year after: For that 
at Epiftle of Hormifda., wherein that Pope makes. Revsi- 
gins his Legate, is (like the reft of that kind,) a mani- 
feft Forgery: For he mentions Clovis , the modern .- 
#. | nameof Ludevicus, asif he were the King of France, 
| and newly Baptized; whereas Clovis died at leaft four 
- 4 year before Hormifda was Pope, and was Baptized near 
| twenty year before this Letter is pretended to be wric. 
From which Examples, (though but few) it appears 
Baronius his evidence for Miracles, and other things 
thac tend cto fupport the Superftitions. of Rome , are 
generally forged, or fufpicious Authors.. 


§. 2. But when he cites genuine Writers in fuch 

Points, he often corrupts their Senfe , and fometimes 

} their Words: For inftance, Baronius pretends , that an 
He . intire Bdi@ of Marcian’s is imperfect, meerly becaufe 

¢z.)Baron. Ar. age’ : . j 
gsanizg He cannot find in it any, particular exp! effions , to take- 

aa | iz.pagio7. away the Primacy of. the. See of CowStantinople (z). 
— Bae | Whereas 


Whereas this Edi& clearly confirms the Canon of al 
Chalcedon, which had given the fecond place to Con- 
frantinople, by this very Emperor Marcian’s content: 
And ic is fomething odd, that our Annalift by meer 
fancy, fhould affért even with confidence, than an Em- eT 
peror of the Eaft fhould revoke by an Edi@, anda . ay 
Bifhop of Conftantinople renounce a Priviledge granted | ae | 
by chat fame Emperor,andin a General Council, to that 
Church, a few years before. 

Again, He infiauates that St.Severixe allowed the 
Worthip of Saints departed, now ufed in the Roman 
Church (2): But the Authors he cites, Euagrius and (a) Baron. An, x 
Eugippius., though they writ many years after St. Se- 4547.29 1, 
werine’s death,) have not one word of any deliverance P*8:?0** a 
by the praying to Saints: Butone of them faith, they La Ee 
were freed from the Famin by the Providence of God: And he 
the other affirms,they praifed God for hearing St.Severine’s 
Prayers in this Calamity: So, that. Severine prayed only 
to God, and the:People. of that Age praifed-him alone : 
And how can this excite the Polterity of that Nation at 
this day to pray to St.Severine fo long after his deceafe? 

What Vidor faith of thofe, who fuffered death by 
the Arrian Perfecution in Africa, That the Romans would 
count them Martyrs (b)'s muft be meant either of the (b)aarin.4y, 
Roman Captives.in Africk, or of the Roman Church 456.n.23. 
in Italy,who tooked on thefe Sufferers as their Brethren, P#8:215- 
and.of the fame Faith, andfo reckoned them Martyrs: 
But to ftretch this Phrafe., to fignifie , that then the 
words [Roman and[ Gatbolick were of the fame import, 
is very unreafonable, and what Veéfor never dreamed 
Of. 

Tis very fulpicious , that Ecdicius did not get. his 
wonderful Victory over the Goths by praying to St. 
Martin, becaufe that Hiftory is related. by two. Au- 
thors , one very Authentick , that is, Sidonius, who : 
might have been, and probably was an. Eye-witnels, id 
who doth not oncé name St.AJartin: The other Gre- Hi 
gory of Tours, that lived near 150 years alter, and he 
mentions it indeed, as done by the imvocation of the 
Cc2 Saint 
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ke)Bremit& Saint of bis Church(c). But Baronius in the next year 
406.1011, tayes him with writing things that could not be credi- 


32.pag.271, 
Me gh 


(4) Id. 47.467. 


ted(d), Wherefore, he fhould rather have drawn his 
conclufion from the living and certain Hiltorian, if 


p.11.pag.27§. Truth had been the bufinels of thefe Annals. 


(e) Baron. An. 


469 0.6,7¢ 
pag.284. 


(f )Baron. An. 


482.n 30, 
pag.361. 


€ g) Idib.n.3 5. 


(h)Ibid.n.3 6. 


(i) 1d,ib.n.43. 


p2g.364. 


(k )Baron. An. 


4.323.049. 


pag. 381. 


The Emperor Leo’s Edict , is folely defigned for the 
keeping holy the Lords-days, which are the Feftivals, 
properly dedicated to the Majefty of the Moft High. 
But the Annalift expounds this of all Feaft-days (e), to 
give more colour ta the {Candalous ufage of ‘their 
Church , where more reverence is given to a little 
Saints-day, than tothe Sunday, which from the Crea- 
tion, or however , from the Apoftles times, was moft 
religioufly, kept to’ the Hononr of God himftelf, as the 
principal time of his moft folemn Worthip. 

Baronius allo wrongs Zeno the Emperor, in faying; 
that his Editt for Union did Anathematixe the Council of 
Chalcedon (f): For the words of the Edict fhew the 
contrary, fince Zeso only Anathemiatizes them , who 

elieved not according to the Nicene Creed, whether 
in the Councilof Chalcedon’, or in any other Council; 
and the Cardinal himfelf in the next page, only char- 
ges Zeno, with tacitly abrogating the Council of Chalce- 
don(g); and Liberatus afhrms, thé Emperor was angry 
with. ‘fobs Talaia , for’ not relifhing the Council, of ‘Chal- 
cedon(s): Yea, the Zealots againft this General Coun- 
cil, at Alexandria, renounced the Communion or Peter; 
becaufe by fubfcribing this Edi&t of Union , he had 
refufed openly to Anathematize the Council-of Chalce- 
don (1);’all-which fhews, that this Edict did not con- 
demn that Council. 

Liberatus {faith no more, but thatthe Papers were taken 
away, lest they fhould be delivered to the Catholicks,to whom 
they were written: But Baronius out of this affirms,. That 
the Pope writ to /he Clergy the. Monks and Orrhodox 
Laity (k), (asif he had feen the Titles of the feveral 
Letters,) and cites Liberatus for his Evidence. 


In 


Cént.s: in Baronius: 
In like manner he brings inthe words of Liberatus, 

after a FiGitious Letter of a Roman Synod: And cites 

him thus, Thefe Letters being given to deacius , he (1) paren. an. 

would ‘not receive them,&c.(/). By which one would 484. n.34. 

imagine, that Liberatus had attefted this feigned Syno- pag 397. 

dical Letter ;but this Author fpeaks only of thar E- 

piltle of Felix , which Baronius had cited three pages 

before (m), and knew nothing of any Synodical E- (m)Idib.pag. 

piftle. 3.94.0.17. 
Thus he cites part of an Oration made at the dedi- 

cation of a-Church, which had been an Idols Temple, 

but now was confecrated to the memory of Chrift, 

and of St. Perer and St-Paul ; and though there be nor 

one Syllable in the words cited of any worthip of Saints, 

yet Baronius concludes.,. that this w enough to intimate, 

that the worfhip of the Saints did always flourifh , not only 

awong the Bifhops of this new dedicated Church , but among 


all,Catholicks (n): But he muft be very willing to believe (n) Baron. dn. 


489.n15. 


a falfe DoGrin;.that. will receive it from: a bold Conclu- *° 
pag.440.. 


fion, that hath no Premifles. 

Again, To give credit to a Relation of St. Michael’s 
appearing and being worfhiped at Rome in this Age, 
he cites a Poet, who fays nothing of the worfhip of 
St. Michaels and he would alfo infiinuate,, that this Dre- 
panius \iyed about this time (0), to make. this Superfti- 
tion feem more ancient: Whereas itis well’ known,that 
Drepanius. Florus writ about the year 650, thatis, Iso 
year.after this Age, and so year after Pope Gregory (p), (p) Vid. Cave 
at which. time many Gorruptions and grofs Ignorance Tbu!. Ecclef. 
were vifible inthe Church: aaa hey 

We may alfo note, That Baronius corrects Marcellinus’s 
Chronicle, about. the ingrefs of Pope Anaftafius, out of 
the Pontifical; whereas Marcellinus lived at that time, 
and brought down his Chronicle to the year 534., and 
fo is avery credible Author (7).. Butin the fame page ee 
our Annalift fhews, how grofly the Pontifical is mifta- at au 
ken in point of time, {peaking of things as done un- 
der one Pope, that were done under another ; and af- 
firming fuch and fach Fa¢ts done to Pesfons, that ath 

ead 


493.0. 45. 
pag.48o. 


p2839s . 


Ps PRET TREISMAN ETN 
Be cence Oe ese Strive mH 


(0) Baron. Ax; - 


Du Pin. SeQ.7. 


————— 


198 Envors and Forgeries Part Tif. 


(r}id.ibid.n.23- dead long before (r): Yet not only here, but in many 
places this miftaken Author is the fole Standard of Baz- 
romins his Chronology. And whereas Theodorus Legor, 
(who writ An. §18.) exprefly faith , King Theodorick 

(s)Theod, Leffor.Called a Synod at Rome (s): The Cardinal rejects his 

collect..2,  Teftimony, and out of the Pontifical and fome {purious 

se ta Adts, affirms, that Pope Symmachus called this Synod (t): 


(t)Baron. An. ~ “4 , . ‘ 
phi dbo. Fer thofe are the beft Authors that {peak of their 
1 


8.3. With like artifice our Author. conceals fome part 
of the Truth, which might prejudice his Canfe: As 
for inftance, he notes asa peculiar piece of impudence 
and madnetfs in Timothy elurus , the Invader of the 
See of Alexandria, that he darted forth bis Anathema’s 
againft the Roman Bifbops, and makes a difmal reprefen- 
is tation of that Crime (%): But the Epiftle which relates 
Pe aay the Story, faith, he Anathematized Amatolius Arch- 
i § Ra bifhop of Conftantinople, and Ba/ilins of Antioch > as well 
fe | (w) Ibid.n 25. as Leo Bifhop of Rome(w): So. that there is no reafon 
pag.2.23- to conceal thatin his Récapitulation, but only to make 

the Pope look higher, and greater than he was in thofe 
days. 

Ei birlaas (no doubt) was better informed what paf 
fed at Alexandria, than Leo could be at Rome; fo that 
| his account that Timothy e4iluras was immediately fent 
; into Banifhment by the Emperor from Alexandria, is 
- far more credible, than that which Barenius deduces 
from: Pope Leo’s Letrers:, of ‘his coming firft to Contan- 
tinople: But the Cardinal corredéts Liberatus by Conje- 
ctures, méerly to perfuade the World , that the Empe- 
(x)Baron4n. ror obeyed the Pope(x) in Banifhing \that Heretick 5 
460.n-3,% 8- whereas the Writers of that time fay, he did it by ad- 

PA8249.247+ vice of a Synod: at Constantinople. 
It is alfo obfervable , that when he {peaks of Epi- 
ftles writ, or Meflages fent to the Bifhop of Rome by 
.,, any new Patriarch, he always adds, de more, according 
” has wie Cuftom (y); But though it was as much according to 
et Cuftom, forsevery. new Patriarch to write to the Bi- 
thee fhop 


(u)Baron. Ax, 
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fhop of Constantinople, or to him of Antioch, &c. to no- 

tifis his Election, and declare his being in the Com- 

munion of the Catholick Church (2); Yer there (*JId.ib ns, 
Baronius leaves out thofe words, according to Cu- Bigdly 3 
shom.. 


§.4. But there are more Inftances of his obfcuring 
the Truth by falls reafoning , and particularly by fup- 
pofing things as certain, which are not proved, and ig 
then making Inferences from thence, and offering ie 
fuch Conclufions~for manifeft Truths. Thus upon He 
suppofition that the Pope was then above the Em- : as 
peror, andthat nothing relating to the Church could Op 
be done without the Roman Bifhop; He introduces n 
an Edia& of Marcian’s , with a Letter of Pope Leo’s, i 
and with this Phrafe, Zhe Emperor Marcian obeyed Pope 
Leo (a). Whereas that Letter of Leo hath no relati- @ 2470 4x. 
on.to the Edic&, and is 4n humble Petition to the #54%#%* 
Emperor to get his Letter to Flavian well tranflated 
into Greek, and fent to Alexandria, to clear him from 
an imputation of Herefie falfly laid to his charge: 

But the Edict takes no notice of Leo, or his Epiftle, 

or of the Roman Church, but charges the Alexan- 

drians to follow:the Nicene Faith, as it was profef- 

ied by their own Bithops, Athanafins, Theophilus and 

Cyril (b): And though there be a miftake in the Month, (>) 24701. An, 
the Yearis right, and it is dated three years after Leo’s #5407: 
Epiltle to Marcian (c): But the Cardinal alters the date, F ) Cod Fu 
and would add to the Senfé,only to fupport his miftaken lib. 1:tit.5.1.8. 
Suppofition. : pag 33. 

Anatolius, Bifhop of Conftantinople, might perhaps re- 
gulate fome of the Officers or. Clergy of his Church, 
at the requeft of Pope Leo; but it doth not appear, 
that-either. Leo did pretend to command Avatolius, nor 
that Azatolius owned he had any Authority over fitm: 

And it is certain, that for all Leo’s huffing, the Patri- 

archs of Conftantinople did keep the place and privi- | 
ledges granted by the Council of Chalcedon > So that 
the CardinalsInferences grounded on: fappofing , that 
i Leo : 
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Leo exercifed jurifdi@ion over, and took away the 

(4) Barox.4n, Priviledges from <Anatolias (d), ‘are not-only weak, bue 
45401415. very abfurd: | 

Paget He fuppofes Acacius was the Enditer-of an Edic& of 

Leo the Emperor, touching the Priviledges of the See 

of Conftantincple , and then harangues upon his Am- 

(e)Barow dn. bition, and feverely taxeth his Pride (e).) But he brings 

reat ** no proof but his own conjecture, that Acacius did pro- 

Sita dl Cure this Edi&t: Yet if he did, it only confirms the 

ancient Priviledges of that See, and thofe it was then 

in poffeflion of; and if this make him appear proud as 

Lucifer (as the Cardinal intimates:) ) How many Edias 

with ten times loftier Stiles have theo Popes procured or 

‘forged, to fet up and fupport» their Supremacy ?. Yet 

we find no cenfures of them, nor no inferences, but in 

: | their commendation. | 

mit Icis a-falfe fuppofition , that Acacins was ftirred:up 

7 8 ae by the Lettersof Pope Simplicius',:to oppofe the Here: 

i 8 tical attempts, of the Ulurper, Bafilifeus : Foro(as we 

have proved. before, ) ‘Simplicius flattered this Tyrant, 

atthe fametime when Acacius moved by hisown Zeal 

(f)Baron. dn. for the Catholick Faith, oppofed him (f). Butiit is 

47@n4°- the Cardinals -defign,, to make all good: Deeds lowe 

ee their, original only, to) the Popes ,,and:to blacken ‘all 

that Acacius did, becaufe.he would not truckle to the 

Papal Chair: Otherwife, when Ba/ili/cus doth no more 

but reftore the Rights that: Con/tantinople had before 

‘his time, (asthe words of the Edict fhew(¢))5 ‘and 

Theodorus Lector afatms nothing, but that the Rights of 

that See were reftored ; why fhould it be a Crime in 

Acacius to procure this Confirmation from Bafilifcus 2 

I dare fay, Baronius thinks it no fault in Boniface, to 

get the Primacy of Rome eftablifhed by Phocas, a 

Bloodier, Tyrant and. greater. Ufurper than Bajilif: 

CUS. 

A little after, upon the bare Affirmation of an in- 

terefted. and partial Pope, he faith , Acacius governed 

(h) Baron, An, the Eaftern Provinces by, a power delegated from the 

477nt3  Pope(h);: and upon this duppofition he. explains the 

Wee P8334 ga lapfed 


(g)ldibidin.64 
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lapfed Afian Bifhops Supplication to him , as if it was 
on the account of his being the Popes Legate: But no- 
thing can be falfer 5 for if Acacius. would have fubmit- 
ted to fuch a Delagation ,. the Popesand he had ne- 
ver fallen out 5 fo that nothing is more certain, than 
that he ever defpifed fuch a delegated power , and ex- 
erciled. jurifdi@ion, over thefe, Afian Bifhops by an 
Authority granted: him by. Councils ~ and Imperial 
refcripts, Thatis., by as good right as the Pope had 
in Italy. 

Another. falfe fuppofition is, that Timothy the Or- 
thodox ;Bifhop of Alexandria, fent the Petition of fuch 
as had fallen. in the time. of his herétical Predecef: 
fors, to Rome to.beg Pardon, and to defire they might 
be readmitted. into the Church ; and thence he infers, 
That the abfolution from the crime of Herefie, was wont to 
be referved to the Pope'(é). A Note.fo falfe and abfurd , 
that we muft fuppofe thofe Millions of Hereticks , 
which on their repentance were abfolved all the World 
over,.in all Ages , without confulting the. Pope; were 
not rightly abfolved, ifthis were True: -But he builds 
it.on.a Rotten Foundation ; The Letter of Simplicius , 
(whence :-he. deduces it) faying no more, but that this 
Timothy, Of Alexandria had {ent him: a: Copy of this 
Petition, to thew upon what terms he had readmit- 
ted them to the Communion of the Church; and the 
Pope thought his proceedings were unexceptionable : 
But there is not.a word of their defiring a Pardon 
from Rowe. or,.of'the Popes granting ic; much lefS 
of that Patriarchal Church. of Alexaudria’s wanting 
power to reconcile its own Members; which was fet- 
led on it by the Council of Nice, as amply as the Ro- 
man Churches was. 

Soon after he fuppofes, no Ele&ion of ‘a Patriarch 
of Alexandria or Antioch, was good and valid, unlefs ic 
were confirmed by the Pope: Now he draws this 
confequence from a Letter of Simplicius , which only 
fays, that upon Zeno the Emperors charging John Talaia 
the eleét Bifhop of Alexandria with Perjury, (who had 

Dd endea- 
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endeavoured to getthe Pope to own his Communion) 
Simplicius would not confirm ‘him , upon fo eminent a 


(k) Baran An. Derfons objeaion (&)... Which confirming, fignifies no 


482.ne 1 §.pag- mo 


- Fadl 
ago. 


re thanthe Popes giving him Commuhicatory Ler- 
ters as toan Orthodox Bifhop 3 which was requifite for 
every Patriarch to grant to any New-Eleéed Patriarch 
as well as the Pope’: And thar it fignifies no more is 
plain from hence, becaufe though afterwards’ this 
‘fobn’s election was approved at Rome.; yet that confir- 
mation did not make him Bifhop of Alexandria: So 
that a Papal confirmation in thofe days gave no Bifhop a 
Title,and was no more but a Teftimonial of their Com- 
municating with him at Rome, and judging him Ortho- 
dox: And: fobs Talaia defired fauch a’ Confirmation 
as this from Acacius as well as from the Pope, as Li- 


(!)Id.ibid n 23. beratus affirms (/) ; and the mifcarriage’of thofe Letters, 


pag. 359. 


it feems was one reafon why Acacins oppofed his Eleai- 
on. : 

He reckons up a great many things (ia his opinion ) 
grievous Grimes done by Zeso the Emperor , but that 
(faith he) which is more odious than all the monftrous wicked- 
neffes is, that an Emperor (hould establifh a Decree about mat- 


(m) Baron, dn. ters of Faith Gm). Now this is all. on fuppofition, that 
482.n, 25.pag. Princes are not to meddle in the fetling the True Reli- 


360. 


(2) Baron Aa. 


483.n 3 pag. 
BO 9s 


gion: But if he look intoSacred or Ecclefiaftical Story , 
he fhall find nothing hath been more ufual, than for the 
moft Religious Princes to confirm the true, and condemn 
falfe Religions ; and therefore if this Uniting Edi 0 
Zeno were Orthodox (of which we do not now difpute) the 
making it was noCrime at all. 

The next Year,he repeats the Story of Fobn Talia 
his appealing to the Pope ; and becaufe in this Age they 
have made him the Supreme Judge over the whole 
Church , Baronius faith be appealed to him as tothe law- 
ful Fudge (ny). But Liberatus; out of whom he hath the 
Story , fhews he applyed to the Pope only as an Inter- 
cefior, and perfuaded him to write to Acacius in his 
behalf: And indeed the Popes definitive Sentence in 
tholedays, would have done him no good :. Wherefore, 

he 
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he only defired he would ufé his intereft in Acacivs; to 
reconcile him to the Emperor 5 bucallin vain: Which 
fhews thatthe Eafterh Church did not then believe the ae 
Pope was a lawful: Judge: in ‘this’ Cafe. It is a bold ca 
itroke , under fuch a Pope as Simplicius (who fubmitted 
tothe Eaftern Emperors, who (in Baronius Opinion) ih 
were Schifmaticks, and to the Arrian Gothic Kings in I- ri 
taly., and who could purge hisown City from Here- a 
fie, but-connived at the» Arrians who -poffeffed neer a 
nalf Rowe) ; for the Hiftorian to brag, sat the Popes Ma- 
gefty and Authority {hined as bright as under Conttantine , 
or Theodofius(o); andas vain a boaft, that their Uni- (0) Baron 4x. 
rerfaly Power was as great under Pagan ‘perfecuting Em- 483.n.7.pag. hal 
perorsiasat any other time: For he‘never hath nor ne- 379371 Tn 
ver can make this out; and the Hiftory ofall Ages thews a. ab 
thatthe Popes power was very inconfiderable at firft , t 
and grew up by degrees; being larger or narrower in 
old times,asit happened to be favoured or oppoféd by 
‘Kings.and,Emperors: But it'was never very great, till 
the Popes had ruined both Empires of the Eaft and 
Weft. 

From this immoderate conceit of the Papal Authori- 
ty in that Age, proceeds that miftaken obfervation, 
That Pope Felix and Gelafius rejecting the Books of 
Fouftus Rhegienfis, was more than all the pious and learned 
Writings of S. Celarius, S. Avitusand the famous Fulgen- 
tius, who in peculiar Tracts confuted Fauftus (p): They () parom An. 
mult be very good blind Catholicks doubrlefs, who re- 490.n.33.pag. 
ject an Opinion rather upon the bare Authority of the 449. 
Pope, than upon the folid Aurguments from Scripture , 
Reafon and Antiquity , urged by the moft famous Or- 
thodox Writers. 

Baronius taking it for granted , that to be a Catholic 
and.to be in Communion uth the Roman Church is one and 
the fame thing ; wonders that the Orthodox in the Ealft a 
fhould communicate with Euphemias the Orthodox Bi- 
{hop of Conftantinople, and main defender of the Coun- | 
cil of Chalcedon, who did not communicate with the 
Bithop of Rome: And hence he fuppofes the Eaftern 

Dd2 Catho- 
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| Catholicks werein the dark; ‘and could not diftinguith 
(q) Bartm 4. Briends from Foes (q). . Whereas, it isthe Annalifts pre- 


492.n.46.pag. 
4+/:0¢ 


jadices that put him-into , this Mitt: "Fhe Catholicks of 


the Eaft cleerly faw their great Patriarch was truly Or- 
thodox, and knew’ no fuch: Principle asthe Cardinal 
dreams of :. Wherefore they-did not thinkan Orthodox 
Bithop lefs Orthodox, becaufe: Rome rejected ‘him for not 


jubmitting to. their Ulurpations: Sovthat this inftance 
utterly confutes his Suppofition) and fhews ‘how! unjuft: 


(r) Baron. Ait. 
F§12-pag.61o. 


(s) Baron, An. 
493-41, page 
479. 
(2Id.Ibid.n. 4.26 
pig. 480. 


{u) Baron Ax, 
495.2. &c. 
pag.soo, 

(w) Nemo fibi 
& profeflor & 
teftiseft. Tertul, 
adver. Mare. I: 
SO CIPe Te 

(2) Fobnv. 34. 


ly he calls us. and othersHereticks, meerly for not fib- 
mitting to the. Popes Supremacy, though we hold’ the 
Articles of the,Catholic Faith in all other Points. 

Of this we havea further proof in’the next Year : 
when. Elias Bithop. of Fernfalem (owned: ‘by Barinius 
for a good Catholick (7), while the Quarrel continued 
between the Bifhops of Rome and Confrantinople (which 
that Author Taxes as a Schifm upon both fides). This 
Ehascommunicated only with Exphemius, and is highly 
commended for fo doing ; fince Euphemius was a‘found 
Catholic, and. defended the Council of Chalcedon (s). 
Baronius indeed pretends Euphemins was not yet condem- 
ned by Gelafius (¢) ; but his Predeceflor had condem. 
ned Acacias and all that were his partakers, and Gelafias 
was hotter in this Quarrel than Felix: which Elias of 
Hierufalem knew, and yet took the contrary fide to the 
Popes, as the fafer for a good Catholic: Therefore it 
could not be the opinion of that Age,that holding Com- 
munion with Rome,wasneceffary to denominatea mana 
good Catholick,or to free him from the guilt of Schifm. 

To conclude thefe examples,W ho can value all thofe 
Pompous Confequences which he draws about the Popes 
Supremacy, Appeals , éc. from the vain brags of an 
Ambitious: Bifhop of Rome («), which were defpifed 
by thofe towhom he fent them, and ought not ‘to be 
regarded by us, who know his partiality , and confider 
he {peaks in his own caufe (wz)? But we may note, 
this is. the beft evidence they have; and therefore they 
mult make as much of itas they can. Our Lord Jeftis 
did not defire to bear witne/s to bimfelf («) ; But his pre- 


rended 
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tended Vicar, (knowing the weaknefs of his claim) moft 
unjultly Decrees ; That when the Priviledges of the Apo- 
frolick See are in queftion , he will not have any Judge 
of them but himfelf (y)..: And if he be Party, Witne( 
and Judge, we may guefs which way the Caufe will go. 


§. 5. In the next place we will note fome of thofe abfur- 
dities and contradictions,wherein hisZeal to ferve a par- 
ty hath intangled this learned Hiftorian: For Example ; 

The Cardinal brings in Leo oppofing the advance- 
ment of ‘ferufalem toa Patriarchate,and taxes Suvenalis 
the Bilhop there, for arrogating this Primacy to bim- 

felf (%) 5 Forgetting that he himfelf had declared , that 
the Council of Chalcedon had fetled this Primacy upon 
him (2). As for what he produces out of Leo, that 
Gril writ to him againft this , and with earneft Prayers 
defired him to oppofe it; either Leo feigns thisStory , 
or the Epiftle is fufpicious ; fince it is very unlikely 
that fogreat a Bifhop as St. Gril, fhould write fo hum- 
bly, astobeg a favour of Leo then but Arch-deacon 
of Rome (b). But Leo did not like Fuvenalis his ad- 
vancement, and therefore Baronius muft condemn ir, 
though granted in a general Council: And though 
he fay here , Juvenalis had nothing of a good Bifnop in 
him, and fought the Primacy by evil arts and forged wri- 
tings, contrary to the Nicene Council : Yet foon after he 
tells, that Simeon Stylites and the devout Euthymius , 
(the grateft Saints of that Age) gave Fuvenalis a good 
CharaGer , and charged the Emprefs Eudocia, to com- 
municate with him(c). I confefs, I cannot eafily. un- 
derftand how any Man can more evidently blow hot 
and cold,as occafion ferves, than Baroxius dothin thefe 
different Characters of the fame Bifhop. 

He relates three wonderful , if notincredible Stories 
of St. Leo, and the laft , though juftified by an ancient 
Picture , (which is proof enough fometimesfor a_ fer- 
viceable Miracle) , he utterly rejects as-a Fable; The 
reafonof which is,that the twoformer inftances tended 
to the Popes credit,. but this laft reflected fomething 
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on his Memory : Orherwife we fhould have had fome 
Author or other.to atteft it, at leaft’as good as Sophreni» 
us(d) : But this poor Fable wantsa Father,and isfaidto be 


‘ umpwortby of Chriftian Ears,andto want all ancient Authority, 


It is obfervable, that thofe which he calls the most 
faithful A&s of Daniel Stylites (and would have this 
Saint pafs for a Prophet) relate, that after a great Fire 
was begun in the City of Conftantinople, and other en- 
deavours to quenchit proved vain, they went to Daniel 
to pray for them, who foretold them, that rhe Fire fhould 
ceafe after [eves days, and fo it came to pals (¢): Yee 
Euagriyus amore credible Author faith, The Fire endured 
but four days, and fome fay fix( f): But his Faithfal Aas 
will have it burn feven days after the Citizens came 
to Daniel. We may note alfo, That thefe Legends af- 
cribe the faving the whole City, one to Daniel’s, ano- 
ther to St. Mercellus his Prayers, a third brings in St. 
Marcian’s Prayers, as the means of preferving one 
Church (¢): And Baronius calls all thefe, confentientia 
dida, agreeing Reports: But an impartial Hiftorian 
would have difcerned the difference, and rejected them 
all as FiGtions (4): For Truth is one, but Fables have 
infinite varieties. : 

He makes adevere reflexion upon the Emperor Leo, 
for making an Eutychian. Heretick his Admiral, and 
imputes the lofs of the Fleet to that finful choice, and 
his tolerating of Hereticks (2). But unlefS he could 
prove all Tolerating Princes were conquered, and all 
Heretical.Generals beaten, there is no itrength in the 
reflexion : Befides, he forgets that his Majeltick Pope 
Simplicius tolerated the Arrians, who about this time 
poffeffed almoft half the City of Rome (&), and yet he 


. makes no remark of any Judgment on him. 


There are many Evidences, that Baronius did not 
underftand Greek , and one inftance of it is, that 
when he had named the Heretical Bifhop of Aztioch, 
Petrus Cnapbeus, (that is in Greek) Peter the Fuller, he 
adds of his own, idemq3 Fullo nuncupatus eft (1), the fame 
Man is called alfo Peter the Fuller. 


431. ns 6. pag. That 
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‘That Baronius is miltaken as to Ambrofinas “Aurelia 
nus (m), who was faluted Emperor in Britain , both as 
to the perfon and time, is made evident by our lear- 
ned Country man Archbifhop Ufher (»): To whom the 
Reader is referred, for a more. exa& account of that 
famous Man. 

It is very impertinent in Baronius, to upbraid the Re- 
formed Chriftians of thefe days, with the miraculous 
Confeflion of the Orthodox in Africa, whofe Tongues 
being cut out by the cruel rrians , they ftill {poke 
plainly, and owned the true Faith (0): For we con- 
fef§ the fame Faith that they did, and havethe fame 
and no more Sacraments : But though thefe Bifhops 
did then fay, they held the Faith that then was held 
in the Roman Church, that belongs not to the pre- 
fent Romaniits, who have added new Articles totheir 
Creed, new Sacraments, and fet up many new Ob- 
jects for Worthip: So that if thofe African Martyrs 
and Confeffors were now alive, they would no more 
own thefe than they did the Vandals. 

The cenfure of Nicephoras, who lived in a fuperfti- 
tious Age,and the Fictions devifed in the fecond Nicene 
Council to fupport Image-worfhip, are no way credi- 
ble. Xenaias (if ever there were fuch a Man,) was 
not the firft, who faid the Images of Chrift and the 
Saints were not to be adored; and icfeems by his affir- 
ming, that Worfhip in Spirit and Truth was only accepta- 
ble to Christ (p), that he had Read the holy Scripture 
more Confiderately than thofe at Rome now, who over- 
look the fecond Commandment, and many other pla- 
ces which exprefly condemn their Idolatry: So that 
for ought appears from any Author of his time now 
extant, this Xezaias was an Orthodox Chriftian, how- 
ever in this point. 

Baronius hath mifled Bénius and others, touching the 
Age of Fauftus the Semi-pelagian, as alfothe time of 
the two Councils in France, relating to his Opini- 
ons (q). But thefe andfome other Errors arelearned- 
ly and acurately corrected by the famous Voffins ii 
nis 


(m) Baron, An, 
476.ms 2. & 
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(+) Hittor, Pe- his Pelagian Hiftory, to which I refer the Reader (7), 
lag. lib. t.c. for his own fatisfaction. 
§ 0» pag.106. How oftendeth our Annalift cenfiure the Eaftern 


Emperors and Patriarchs, for tolerating Hereticks ? 
How many dreadful Judgments (in his way of inter- 
preting Providence) doth he note, came upon them for 
this fingle Crime ? Yet here we have an Heretical Em- 
peror tolerated all his Reign for 17 year together, and 
his name. allowed in the Dypticks, by many Succef- 
(:) Baron, An, five Popes, for near 30 year after his death Gs), Surely 
49:n4.pag- he will not own fo many Infallible Guides , before 
455: Hormif[da, were ignorant of Zeno’s Herefie; and if they 
did know it, their fault in tolerating him, and owning 
his Memory is much greater: How much fo ever, 
therefore he would magnifie his Roman Bifhops care of 
the Catholick Faith, when Truth comes out, the Bi- 
fhops of Constantinople in this Age did more Service to 
the Faith, than the Popes; and Euplemius threatned A- 
nastafies the Emperor into profefling the right Faith 
(t) Ia. Ibian, While Fel flattered him (+); which isa good reafon, 
7,&8 pag. Why the pious Eaftern Bifhops chofe to communicate 
456, with the Patriarchs of Constantinople rather than with 
the Popes, while the Churches were divided. | 
It feems the Emperor Anaftafius, in, a controverfie a- 
bout the Senfe of the Council of Chalcedon , falfly 
thought to procure Peace by impofing filence , both om the Ca- 
tholicks and Hereticks: And he is cenfured for this vain 
(u) Baron. 4n. hope (w). Butina like cafe that happened afterward , 
492.n.43:pag. Pope Vigilius allo decreed (as he faith) both fides 
409. fhould keep filence ; and this he calls a Prudent care to pre- 
See ae ferve the Church from. danger (w): So that Baronius 
pag.361._ ‘makes that tobe praife-worthy in a Pope, which is a 
grievous Crime in any Body elfe : Such partiality is 
very unbecoming in any Writer , but chiefly in an 
Hiftorian. 
He gives itus, asan ingenious Argument of Pope 
Gelafius, That the caufe between him and Acacius could not 
C3) Baron. an. be iudged at Conftantinople , wherethe fame perfons were 


eee °* Enemies, Witnelfes and Fudges (x): But this Pope aim- 
pestis ing 
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ing at his Adverfary, like an unskilful Fencer bits him- 
felf: For this isa very {trong Reafon, why cacius his 
Caufe fhould not be judged by the Pope, an Enemy, a 
Witnefs and a Judge. 

When a moit pious Bifhop, the main fupport of the 
Catholick Caufe was depofed and banifhed, viz. Es- 
poemius, the Annalift faith, be deferved to be abdicated 
by Gods jujt Fudgment , for not obeying the Popes in abdi- 
cating Acacius bis Name—- and he pretends the Fathers 
fay, there cam be no Confeffors or Martyrs out of the Ro- — 
man Churuh (y). Whereas Cyril the Monk, cited by ‘7 PARR ott 
our Hiftorian faith , Euphemius 2s impioufly depofed 
from bis See, and exclaims again? the wicked injustice of 
this Faé(z); which this Mans prejudice makes him (z)Idibnz4. 
Call Gods juft Fudgment. But God doth not punith 
Men for that which is no fault; and it was none in 
Euphemius, not to fubmit to the Pope’s moft unjuft 
claim of a Superiority over his Church, which had 
been exempted by two General Councils from all 
fubjection, and advanced to the fécond place among 
the Patriarchs. As for his other aflertion, no Father 
of credit can be produced, that did appropriate Mar- 
tyrdom, or Confefforthip to thofeé in Communion 
with Rome: Yea, this very Age produced a great many 
Bifhops and holy Monks, fuchas Elias, Daniel Stylites, 

St.Sabas, &c. who did not communicate with the 

Pope, but took pare (in this contreft) with Eupbemius, 

who then wereand ftill are (even by Baronius) called 

Martyrs and Confeffors. Yea, the Cardinal himfelf 

aflerts, that thofe who were flain, or fuffered any thing 

ina petty conteft at Rome, meerly about the choice of 

a Pope , were Martyrs and Confeflors (2), though no (a)Idem 4x. 
Article of Faith came into the difpute: And doubtlefs, 502-. 

he cannot rob thefe Eaftern Martyrs and Confeffors, P#854?- 
(who fuffered by Hereticks only for the true Faith) of 
their deferved Titles, 

In like manner heufes Paf{chafius, a learned and pious 
Roman Deacon, who never feparated from the Ca- 
tholick Church ; but when two ambitious Candidates, 
é Tr. ¢ | {canda- 
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ic 

take the lefs fortunate fide: And this he counts dying in : 
Schifm, and (without any Authority) takes it for grant- 
ed, that he repented of it before his death , becaufe 
otherwife he thinks it was impoflible he fhould be fa- 
ved (b). The ground of thefe remarks is an idle Le- 
gend, out of the fabulous Dialogues afcribed to Sc, 
Gregory: But the Principles ( of making it Schifm and 
a mortal Sin to-miltake in a Popes Eledtion ) are his 
own. 

To conclade this fort of obfervations, it is very hard 
that Symmachus_fhould long expect Letters from. Anaitafius 
the Emperour, more majorum (c); when the controveriie 
was yet {carce decided, who was Pope, he or Lauren- 
tins. And as for the os majorum, that would have. 
obliged Symmachus firft to write tothe Emperor , as his. 
Predeceffors ufe to do. 

I need not make a new Head, to obferve what ex- 
curfions he often hath to difpute for the Roman fide, . 
which in an Hiftorian is not allowable , fince he is to: 
relate pure matter of Fact, and neither to commend a 
Friend nor reproach an Enemy unjultly. 

There are many of thefe digreffions about Acacius, . 
the Bithop of Con/tantinople, againft whom he molt 
bitterly inveighs for a long time together ; and treats 
im with language fo rude and {currilous, that one 
would think he was fome Monfter or Devil incar- 
nate (d). . Yet at laft his greateft Crime is, (in com- 
parifon of which all his other faults were light ones,) 
he oppofed the Pope! who atcempted to ulurp a Jurif- 
diG@ion over him, and to rob him and his See of the 
Priviledges, which General Councils had granted to 
Constantinople : Ozherwife (as hath been fhewed, ) he was 
a moft.Pious and Orthodox Man: And Zeso the Em- 
peror who ftood by his own Bilhop in this jult Caufe , 
cannot efcape many fevere. lafhes from this partial Hi- 
ftorian, who frequently goes out of his way and takes 
every little occafion (¢) to aggravate his Milcarriages, 
yea, to rail at him without any cauie. 
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Cent.s. in Barons. 

It is agreed by all impartial Hiftorians, that the Em- 
peror Valentinian the Third, didadvance Ravenna tobe 
2 Patriarchal Seat, An. Dom. 432, and chat ic held this 
Dignity without any dependance on the See of Rome, 
cill after the middle of the 7+ Century (f). And 


how they ftrugled to keep thofe Liberties many years $ 


after, may be teen in a late Eminent Author (g). But 
Baronius, who allows a thoufahd Forgeries for Rome, 
every where difputes againft this Priviledge, and con- 
demns all that the Bifhops of Ravenna did (2): And 


here takes a boafting threatning Letter of the Pope’s, 


tobe very good evidence, thar all the Priviledges of 
the Church of Ravenna flowed from Reme(i). But 
befides that his Witnefs is a party,we may note, the Pri- 
viledges were fo large, that we may be furethe Ro- 
man Church never granted them ; their ambition to 
be abfolutely Supream, not allowing them to endure 
any Equal, efpecially in Italy. 

Again, we have a digreffion about the hard ufage 
of the Popes’ Legates at Conffantinople ; and he not 
only aggravates their Sufferings beyond what either his 
Authors fay, or the truth will bear: But alfo takes 
occafion'to tell’ you, that this as the way of Hereticks , to 
ack by Violence and Terror , and to treat the Pious with 
Clubs, Sovords and Prifows,inftead of Charity and Peace (k). 
Now if this be the charaéter of Hereticks, the Roman 
Church that always did and ftill doth proceed thus 
where it hath power, may fairly pafs for an Heretical 
Church. Andias for the ground of this unlucky obferva- 
tion, Zeno and Acacius did nothing , but what all wile 
Governors would have done; for fince thefe Legates of 
the Popes came to jultifie an ufurped Authority, and to 
difturb the quiet of the Church at ConfPantinople , their 
Letters (which were judged Seditious) were taken from 


them , and they (without any hurt to their perfons) {e- 
Cured, till Time and Difcourfe had made them fenfible 
how ill an errand they came upon: So that being con- 
vinced of the Juftice of Acacius proceedings, they com- 
municated with him, and let fall the Popes bufinets. 

Ee. 2 I 
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Errors and Forgeries Part III. 

I have touched that frivolous excurfion about the 
worthip of Images before (/); I only note now, thatif 
Petrus Cnapheus did oppofe that idle Superftition in its 
firft rife, he was more Orthodox than any who pro- 
mioted it, as to that point; And it may be the later Hi- 
ftorians, who doted upon the worfhip of Images, may 
have given this Peter a worfe name than he deferved ; 
Lying Characters of all Iconoclafts, being as common 
with them as other fabulous Stories, which abound in 
the Writers of this Controverfie above all others. 

From two paffages out of the Additions to Genna- 
dius, writ by tome unknown hand, mentioning two 
Books, one of Honoratus Bifhop of Marfeils , approved 
by Gelafius, and another of Gennadius his own, pre- 
fented to that Pope, and one Example of ‘fobn Talaias 
Apology fent to his fole Patron the fame Gela/fius; 
Our Hiftorian largely digreffes, to prove that the Pope 
was the fole Judge of all Writers and Writings , and 
talks as if he was the only Cenfor librorum , in that 
Age (m): Whereas 1can name him divers other Bithops 
of lefs eminent Sees , that had twice as many Books 
{ent to them for their approbation; yet none of their 
Succeflors were fo vain, as to challenge any Right from 
thence to judge of Orthodox Books: And for the De- 
cree of Gelafius about Apocryphal Writings, it is a 
meer Impofture. 

He complains of the Arrogance of the Cox/antino- 
politan See , which infulted over that of Rome, as a4 
Captive, and under a barbarous Yoke: But he will fcarce 
allow us to pity the Roman Church. fince he runs out 
into vain boafting, that the Popes had the. fame Vigor, 
Authority, Power and Majesty , now, that they had in the 
beft times (n). But his Account of the little regard given 
to this Pope Gelafius , and his Predeceflors Letters and 
Sentences in this Controverfie, contutes his Brags , and 
proves this Authority and Majelty was only in imagi- 
nation. 


§.6. After 


Cent.s. in Batontus- 


§.6. After all thefe Artifices ufed by the Annalift for 
the intereft of the Roman Church, one would not 
think any thing fhould be left, that reflected either 
upon the prefent Dodétrin or Practice of Rome: Yet 
Truth (like the Light) cannot be concealed with all his 
\. Artifices. 
¢ Is appears that Pope Leo was but a mean Altronomer, 
fince he could not Calculate the true time of Eafer 
himfelf, but was forced to write to others to inform 
him; and when ‘the Infallible Guide is forced to en- 
quire of many Fallible perfons to direct him in his 
Decrees, it feems he is left to the fame dull way, that 
other Mortals ufe for their information(o): And at this 
rate, Learning muft be of more ufe to the Head of the 
Church, than Infallibility. 

He commends the barbarous Suevians and Vandals, 
for {paring a Monaftery in one of their Cruel Invafi- 
ons, and repraaches the Reformed in France, who had 
burnt very many Monafteries and Churches, at which 
he thinks they may blufh (p). But doubtleis , Leavis 
the 14t/ hath more caufe tor blufhing , fince he pro- 
feffes that Religion that gives an extraordinary reve- 
rence to Monafteries, and yet without fcruple, Burns, 
Demolifhes and Deftroys often where he Con; 
quers. 

By a Letter writ to the Emperor Leo by Anatolixs, it 
appears that the Eaftern Emperors confulted the Bi- 
fhops of Con/fantinople in caufes of Faith (4): And or- 
dered them to confult the Canons, and enquire into 
the violations of them; yea, to give notice co the 
Pope of fuch offences. And after all, the Emperor was 
to give thefe Canons their due Force, by appoint- 
ing the Punifhment due. to fuch as had broken 
them: Which proceeding was thought very regular 
then; but the prefent Roman Court will not allow 
it, though Pope Leo himfelf begs of the Emperor, 
(not commands him, as our. Hiftorian words it,) to ufe 
this remedy to the Church, not only to degrade Heretical 
Clerks, 
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i but to bani{h them from the City (r) 3 yet now they 
will not have Princes to judge or punifh Clerks: Nor 
will Barenius allow the Emperor a Right to call a 
General Council without the Pope’s confenr: But the 
Letter of Pope Leo, from whence he infers this, fhews, 
Fle was commanded by the Emperor to come to a Council, 
which Order the Pope reverently received, and wifhed 
he could have obeyed it; but modeftly hopes to be ex: 
cufed by the Emperors approving the Reafons he offers; 
why there was noneed of fuch a Council (s).. So that 
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' the Authority was then in the Emperor, and the Pope 


was to obey or excufe himfelf by juft Reafons. And as 
to the confirmation , Pope Leo faith , The Council of 
Chalcedon sas cenfirmed by the Authority of Marcian 
the Emperor, and by bis confent (t); yea, he owns, the 
definitions of that Council were above him; for what was 
defined there,be durst not call to a new (canning(0): Thus 
things ftood then, but Reme is now above this. 

If it were fo excellent and pious a Law, that none 
fhould force Women to be Nuns, nor any to be vailed 
till fhe were forty years old , till which Age fhe was 
to remain free to marry if fhe pleafed (7) ; How comes 
it to pafs that nothing is more common now, than to 
carry young Women again{t their Wills into Nunne- 
ries, and tomake them take the Vows at fourteen or 
fifteen? Thefe pra@tices may be gainful, but they are 
very wicked,and contrary to the Laws both of Church 
and State, inelder and purer times. 

We may obferve a vifible difference between the 
Prayers and Ulages of holy Men in this ancient Age, 
and thofe of the modern times. St.Adarcian takes the 
holy Gofpel in his hand, and direés his Prayers only 
to Chrift to avert a dreadful Fire(x): But later Legends 
reprefent their modern Saints, taking up Crucifixes, 
Relicks or the Holt, and praying to the bleffed Virgin, 
or to deceafed Saintsin all cafesof danger: So that any 
confidering Reader may fee, that the Primitive Wor- 
fhip was not like to that now ufed in the Roman 


,Church. %, 


Again, 


Cent.g. in Barons 

Again, if the Matter of Fact be true, that Pope Hi- 
lary torbid the Emperor nthemius , to allow any Con- 
venticles of the Macedonian Hereticks in Rome , for 
which we have no proof, but the boafting Letter of a 
Bigotted Pope, viz.Gelafius; yet ({uppofing this were fo) 
the Note of the Annalift is very Erroneous , viz. That 
Herefies could not be planted at Rome fo eafily as at Con- 
ftancinople (7). For Pelagius and Celeftias, who were 
as great Hereticks as Eatyches and e4ilurus, were fhel- 
tered at Rome a Jong time (~): And the Bifhops of 
Constantinople did more againft Eutycbes and his Herelie, 
than the Popes again{ft Pelagius: And fince a little af- 
ter, three parts of feven in-Rome were Arrians , tole- 
rated by the Pope, methinks we fhould not have the 
Purity of Rome extolled at this rate, as if no Weed 
of Herefic could grow there. It is but five years af- 
ter this that Barenius himfelf owns, that Ricimer feized 
on St. Agathus Church in Rome, where he and the 
Arrians held their publick Affemblies in {pight of the 
Popes(z); who were not wont to oppofe Princes who 
had great power, and only trampled on fuch as were 
weak. 

In the Relation of Cyri} the Monk, which Barouius 
fo highly commends, it is not much for the credic of 
Rome, that a Catholick Bifhop of ‘Férufalem, Martyrius, 
fends a Legateto the Emperor, to affift him in fup- 
prefling the Eutychian Hereticks , and not the Pope: 


And that a Saint from Heaven fhould call Ferufaless. 


the Mother of Churches (6): For this Title is now whol- 
ly appropriated to Rome. But asto the Embafly fent.to 
the Emperor againft the Hereticks, A4Zartyrius took the 
right courfe ; for Pope Simplicius in his Letter to the 
fame Emperor faith, The Imperial Authority only can keep 
the Sheepfold of our Lords flock pure——jrom the contagion 
of Heréfie(c); which fhews, the Pope’s power was not 
confiderable at that time. 
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It is fomething remarkable-alfo, That Pope Felix 
in his Lettér to Zeno the Emperor, fhould affirm, That 
Eultathius Bifhop of Antioch , was the Prefident of thofe 
Three hundred and eighteen Fathers affembled at Nice (d). 
For now they will allow no General Council to be 
Authentick, wherein the Bifhop of Rome or his Legates 
do not prefide. 

The Romanifts proceedings againft the Reformed, 
at their Councils of Conftawce and Trent, where fome 
were Burnt for a Terror, and the opprefied party who 
held the right Faith, were cited before their Adverfa- 
ties, who took upon them to judgein their own Caufe; 
thele proceedings (I fay), were an exaé Tran(cri pt of 
the Arrian Methods in Africk , when they refolved 
under the cover of a Conference to fipprefs the Or- 
thodox Catholicks (e). 

In the Story of finding St.Barnabas Relicks, we may 
obferve all the Prayers and Hymns were dire@ed Only 
to God and Chrift, not any to this or any other Saint; 
from which we may learn, That piece of Supertftition, 
(which now makes up fo great a part of the Roman 
Offices) was unknown to thofe Ages (f); and St. Bar- 
nabas declares, the chief Bithop of Cyprus is not fubje& 
to any Patriarch ; he doth not, except the Pope; fo 
that this Apoftle feems not to have believed St. Peter’s 
Univerfal Supremacy. 

Baronius prefents us alfo, with a Confeflion of Faith 
made by one Lucidus, and approved by a Synod of 
Bifhops, wherein he declares, that he believes Eternal 
Fire, and the Flames of Hell prepared for deadly Sins: 
But there is not one word of Purgatory (¢); which 
fhews there was no [uch place invented , or at Jeaft be« 
lieved iby the Catholicks then: And the 7+h Epiftle 
of Pope Gelafius (as we noted) fignifies , that be Auew of 
no other places ia the next World, but Heaven and Hell. 


To 
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To conclude, the Annalift fhuts up this Century 


with a Melancholy Note, That at this time there was 

not one Chriftian Catholick Prince im the World (b)... He (4) Baron, an, 
“might alfo have added, that all the Eaftern Patriarchs-+99™ 13+ 
were feparated from the Communion of the Roman °*653™ 
Church, (although three of them that were Orthodox 
communicated with one another (4) ): And he might ¢;) 4. 
have noted alfo, that at this junéture there was no cer- 56. pag. 518. 
tain Pope‘; and an Heretical Prince was then Judge of 

the pretences of Symmachus and Laurentius, the Rivals 

for that See, Butthe true Faith can fubfift as well with- 

out a Pope, as without Orthodox Princes; the Church 

being founded on Chrift that. invincible Rock, againft 

which the Gates-of Hell can never prevail. 
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BiniiCon- Errors and Forgeries in the Councils, from 
ai Tomi. the Year soo, to the End of the Fifth 


7s - General Council, An. Dom. ned 
Coffart. 


} E referred the Councils faid to be held 
under Pope Symmachus, to the begin- 
ing of this Century: And the firft Six 
are pretended to be held at Rowe. The firft was to 
prevent Mens feeking Bifhopricks, efpecially the Pa- 
(a) Binp. 519. Pacys While the See was full (2): On .which we ma 
ait habetd note the Cunning of this Pope, who probably had 
1314. got the Papcy by this means ; yet fees fitto condemn 
a Fault after he had made his advantage by it. The 
Fourth Canon plainly fuppofes that the Pope will name 
his Succeffor , unlefs he die fuddenly 3 which is ex- 
prefly contrary to the ancient Canons; which the 
(b) Bin Notes can neither totally conceal, nor fairly excufe (d). 
‘P.F2Ie ey ae 4 
col.1.Lap.col, But Llook upon the A@s to be intirely forged inthe 
1307. later Times, as the grofs barbarity of the Style thews; 
and ’tisnot probable that 72 Italian Bifhops fhould come 
to Rome as fo many Cyphers, only to applaud what 
this Pope did ignorantly and Uncanonically decree. 
°Tis 


P il 


Cent.6. from Roman Forgeries, tc. 

“Tis certain there was a Synod at Rome called by the 

Arrian King Theodoric, which is perhaps fupprefled 

by the Editors, left ir fhould difcover the Regal Power 

was then above the Papal: And this new Stuff ems 

to be put into the old Garment, to fillup the Rent (c). (c) Luke Vi36. 

Now 8aronius and Binius place this Synod before the 

Kal. of May An. 499. (4), and fall foul upon. Theoderus (d) Bin. in not. 

Leétor, for faying , That Theodorie called: this Syiiod, Pg-s20.col.2. 

whereas he knew nothing of this Fi@ion : He faith ieee DE 

indeed, That after the Schifm had bafted Three years i nll gulieieh Gee 

Cwhich muft be An. 501. fince Pope Anaftafius died Lo. pages 30! 

An. 498.) Theodoric, who then Ruled all at Rome, 

called a Synid of Bifhops, and fetled Symmiachus in the 

Papal Chair (e). Sothat according to him, no body (¢) Theod. Lea. 

called this Synod of the Editors, nor was Symmachus clea. lib. 2. 

yet Pope; but thefe are devices to make the Schifm P28 18° 

feem fhorter than it was. But Theodorus is of better 

Credit than the ynalift, and Caffodorus thews, that this 

Schifm was not fully ended until Symmachus his death, 

13 0r14 years after: For he faith, That in his Con- 

fulfhip (4m. 514) he had united the Roman Clergy 

and People, and reftored the defired Concord to that 

Church (f). So that tis certain. there was a Schifin. (f) Caffed. 

at this time, and long after. Chron. An.g14. 
The Second Roman Council under Symmachus hath ter opera. 

no Voucher, but Anaftafius, who pretends it was called 7 Meat iy 

to condemn Petrus Altinenfis, King Theodoric’s Vifitor, ROSES eR 

as an Invader of the Roman See. But tis no way 

probable , this yet unfetled Pope durft do bold a 

thing, confidering Theodoric, (to whof Arbitration they 

had fubmitted this, and commended him for deter- 

mining it by a Bithp) was then at Rome in great glory, 

loved and admired both by the Synod and People (¢). (c) Bin.p.s 2%. 

But the fporcis, Binivs and Barenius do not agree whe- col. 1. Lab. 

ther this were a diftin@ Synod, or only one Aion of cape ba) 

another Synod called Palmaria; however, the difpure Cale 4 

being about fo frivolous a Fiction, we fhall not inter. *™ P8353 

pote. 7 

a ae Lia 
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An. Domsor. Tis probable upon Theodoric’s having declared Syme 
machus the true Pope, his Enemies accufed him of 
heinous Crimes: To cover which, a Synod is patch’d 
up, fo full of Barbarifims, Falfe Latin and Non-fenfe, 
that it feems to have been writ by that Ignorant Hand 
who forged the ridiculous Council of Simueffa for Pove 
Marcellinus ; and the defign of both is the fame, viz. to 
make us think, thata Pope cannot be judged by a 
Council, neither for Idolatry nor for Adultery (A). 

(b) Binp.s21. Befides, the Forger miftakes the Conful’s Names; and 

col.1,Lab.col. Ruffus Magnus put in as Colleague to Fauffus Avienus, 

1323. inftead of Pompeius, whois by two undoubted Writers 

(i) Marcellinus OF this Age (2), joyned with Aviewus, as the Notesand 

& Cafiodorus Anmnalift confefs, who yet-have the confidence to fay 

in Chronic. thefe As are genuine (2). But it feems they fcarce 

(k) Bin. not. think fo, for thefe Ads fay exprefly, The Council was 

p-523:col. I Ci lied by the Precept of Theodoric; and own, that they 

Lab. col.1327. . : J 

Baron.An. sor. could decree nothing without that. Princes knowledge. Yet 

n.1.pags39. thefe Parafites contradi& their fo commended Ads, 
and affirm this Synod was called by the Pope, who was 
the Criminal ; yea,though they immediately after print 
fome fufpicious Precepts of Theodoric about his calling 

(1) Precept. ree and dire@ing this whole procefs (/). If the whole were 

gis Theod. — not fictitious, I might note, That there is a manifeft 

Bin.pag. $24 Corruption in the Acts; for where the Roman Churches 

col.2. Labcok Grandeur is faidto flow, Firft from 8. Petei?s Merit, 

recat then following our Lord’s Command, and the Axuthority of 

_(m) Bin.p.s2§- General Councils (m), The Period is not fenfe, and 

col. 114.1323. juffione Domini feems put in to make the Flattery ftill 

Baron, An.$0% oroffer: But the Editor's Margin hath a glorious Note 

m © P. 5°% On this blunder, and Baronius cites it with great 'Tri- 
umph. Another Trick the Notes put upon thefe Ads, 
which in the next Sentence deciare, that Symmachus 
and his Bifhops, defired Letters from the King’s Clemency 
for calling thi Synod. Which the Annotator turns, as 
if the King defired the Popes Letters, and thongh he 

(x) Bin, not, Wasan Arrian, durft notcall it without fuch Letters (x); 

pag.s2s.col,:. which Note is as falfe, as itisimpertinent. For we fee 

Lab. 13325 by Theodorus Lector, That Zheodoric did call the real 
5 Uy Rifle 7 Council : 
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Council: And Zonaras faith , Theodoric 


calling a 


out-face the Sus, who out of a falfly expounded Period vit. 4us/af. 


to be held when Avienus Junior was Conful; but the 
name of his Colleague is omitted, which was Probus, 
This makes it fomewhat fufpicious; but the bufine(s 
of it confirms that Sufpicion, which was to revoke two 
Laws made in a Roman Synod after Simplicius his 
Death, wherein (according to ancient Cuftom) Bafilias, 
Prefe@& for Odoacer King of Italy, was prefent, with 
fome Bifhops and the Roman Clergy (pj). The firft 
Law was, That no Pope fhould be eletled, without the con- 
fent of the King of Italy ( then Lord of Rome.) _The 
other, That no Pope, Bifhop or other Clergy-man {hould alie- 
nate things given to the Church. Which Laws they pre- 
tend to annul, becaufe they were both made by Lay- 
men, and not fubfcribed by any.Pope. But firft, It is 
certain that Lay Princes made many Laws in Ecclefi- 
aftical Affairs, by Advice of their Clergy; and thefe 
were frequently confirmedinSynods, Secondly, Thefe 
Laws were made ina Council of the Clergy, as appears 
by that Title Sanétitati veffre, ufed by Bafilins 3 and 
Eulalius in this Council confeffes thefe Laws were made, 
fome Bifhops confenting to them (q). Moreover, the de- 
ceafed Pope had directed the making thefe Laws. And 
the Annotator (who here objects, They were made in 
the Vacancy of the See), in another place faith, The 
Roman Clergy well knew, that when the Pope, the vifible 
Head of the Church, was taken away, it was their part, 
by ancient Cuftom (as the neareft Members to the Head, 
and Adminiftrators of Peter?s Church) to take care of the 
Univer(al Church (r). Wherefore he cannot fairly de- 
ny, butthe Roman Clergy had power in the Vacancy, 
to confirm a Law relating to the good ordering of their 
own 
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own Church: And the bloody Conteft (not yet appea- 
fed) occafioned by a double ele@ion which was lately 
fubmitted to be: judged by Thecdoric, makes it very im- 
probable this. Law fhould be repealed now , when {6 
frefh an inftance convinced them, that their Schifins 
would be endlefs and intolerable if Princes did not 
interpofe. “And Symmachus muft be an ill man when he 
got the Chair purely by 7 beodoric’s approbation, to kick 
dewn the ftep upon which he was raifed, and to take 
away his right to confirm, by whom his doubtful Title 
was confirmed. And finally, neither this Theodsrie nor his 
Succeflors, did ever take any notice of this Repeal, but 
in every vacancy did interpofe.So that I take this Synod 
to. be a Figtion to cover over the> Power thata Lay 
Prince here exercifed in making a Pope, or if there 
ever were fuch a Synod it was defpifed, and the Law 
was in force after this aflembly had revoked it. And 
thus all Baronins his Oratery about Symmackus his cou- 
rage, and exalting himfelf above Kings and Princes (s) 
vanifhes into air, and is-as falfe as this Pépes excommu- 
nicating Anaftafins the Em peror in this Synod; which 
isonly proved by a corrupt reading of (ego) for (nego) 
as I fhewed before. 

For the other Law to forbid alienations, they pretend 
to repeal it meerly becaufe ic was made by Lay-men 
(which is falfé ); Buerhe lergy here reeffablifhic. If the 
Acts were genuine, I fhould guefs this was to put it in 
the Clergies power to difpenfe with themfelves and 
their Canon, whenever they had a’ mind to be facrjle. 
gious: Since while a Royal Law forbad ir, a Royal Liz 
cence mutt be firft obtained, which would be hard to 
procure, But the power of Theodoric and Symmachus 
his circumftances then, make it clear he durftnot repeal 
a Law of the Prince. So that it feems to be forged. 
Wherefore I’ will make but two remarks more, Pirft up- 
on that Sentence in the AQs Quia non licnit Laico §Fa- 
tuendi im Ecclefia (preter Papam Romanum) habere aliquam 
Poteftatem (t). That no Layman, but the Pope, fhall have 
any power to decree im the Church, Which patlage mete 

the 
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the Pope a Lay-man, and is too ridiculous to be fpoken 
by Laurentius Bifhop of Milan. Secondly, on.the Notes 
Tremark, that it is very ftrange this Synod fhould ex- 
communicate Anaftafius for communicating with Here- 
‘ticks fuppofed , fince the former Synod complements 
Theodoric a profefled Arrian (che worft of Hereticks) 
with the Titles of so pious and molt holy (wu): \f the for- (4) Not. ig 
mer were as true as this lateer of giving thefe titles is, Synod. 3. 
it would more need to be excufed than this: But the 2 pag. 525. 
truth is, the Popes were then fo low, that they were, Sane 
forced to give flatering Titles both to the Emperor $o2vhi2't. tag. 
and the Gothick Kings, whatever Religion they wereof. 545. i 
After this Council is added an Apology writ (to an- 
{wer a Paper (now fiipprefled) again Symmachus) by 
Ennodius, wherein as far as appears by the Objections he 
cites, and the Anfwers he gives,the Accufers of this Pope 
were too hard for his Apologift. The Annalift and 
Binius highly magnifie this Tra& ; yet the former con- 
fefleth by the har{lne of the ftyle, and the horrid uneven- 
nefS of a falfe Copy, the quickes# wit can {earce apprehend it 
Qv). As to the matter of it, the Author huffs ata rate ad 
which fhews more zeal than judgment; and we note, 503.1. 13. p, 
Firft, that he clearly owns Tdeodoric called the Synod $52. 
that ablolved Symmachus (x), and therein confutes both (:2) 
his admirers, Baronius and Biniys. Secondly, whereas col.2. 2.5b.col, 
his obje@tors rightly urge that the Apoftle commands 1342. 
us not to keep company with a Brother that isa Forni- 
cator (y) as(Symmachus was faid to be) Ennodius faith it - uch ae 
is the Prophet David, and not the Apoftle which oa ane IF 
this advice (z). Thirdly,he ridiculoufly affirms that S.Peter (2) Bin. p.s gt. 
(who was not innocent) tranfinitted Innocence as anin- cj. , Lab. 
heritance tothe Popes, and wonders any fhould fancy 1342. 
or imagine that a Pope fhould not be holy, who hath fo 
high a dignity, and is przordained (as he blafphemoufly 
{peaks) to be the Foundation on which the weight of 
the Church leans (a),as if the very Chair gave grace to 
a profligate Wretch. Fourthly, He falfifies the Scripture, (4) Bin, ibid 
in faying Samuel appealed to the Lord, that men might rain 
not exmaine him (4); Whereasthe Text exprefly faith . ee 
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he appealed tothe People (before the Lord and the 
King) and challenged the Peopleto prove any ill thing 
upon him, 1 Sam.xii.3. Fitthly, his Maxim,7/at Peter’s 
Succeffors were only to be judged by God ; was not believed 
(¢)Bin.pag.g44 by the Councils of Confance and Bafil (c),nor byTheodoric, 
col. 2.Leb, nor any who hada hand in cenfuring or depofing any 
he! Bifhops of Reme. Laftly, if this Book, which is fo Bar- 
barous in its ftyle, fo abounding in railing and miftakes, 
‘ and fo void of true reafon, were approved and applaud- 
ed in the Fifth Council; We may guefs at the Quali- 
fications of thofe Bifhops who fat in ic. As for the Edi- 
tors and Baronius, it isenough that it pleads for a Pope, 
ior they mult extol it. 
An. Dom.go3.  ‘“Ebe Fifth Roman Synod hath all che marks of For- 
gery imaginable; for the Confuls are not named; and 
i) Baron.4n, the Indidction is alfo falfe (as Baronius confefleth)(d).And 
zn. pag. he with Bimius own that the Subfcriptions are fo mon- 
49» itroufly falfified, that many Bifhops are named _ here, 
who were at the Council of Chalcedom $2 years before, 
and belonged to the .Eaftern Church, who.alfo had 
(e) Biz. not. p. been long ago dead and buried (e), And it is highly 
sso.col.1.22. improbable, that 216 Bifhops fhould meet only to ap- 
1370. Baron.’ prove fuch ftuff, and toorder this Book to be imferted a- 
ut fupra.nig. 4. . 1 Aes ee Oy 
mong the Apostolical Decrees to be obeyed by all, as they were 
(f) Bin. par. Cf )-This phrafe alfo {mels of a late Forgery ; for inthe 
s47.col. 2, time of thispretended Synod, the name of Apoftolical 
Lab.col.1364. Decrees was not appropriated to Papal decifions, nor 
were their Decretals univerfally Obeyed. For we fee 
that in Rome it felf a great party both defpifed and 
writ-againlt Pope Symmachus his Synodical abfolution 
Again, here is that foolifh Sentence, Zhat rhe fheep mujt 
not judge their Pastor, unlef he err im Faith, nor yet accufe 
(2) Bin. pag, 927 but for snjuftice (g), which is undoubtedly ftolen out 
<48.col.1, Of a Decretal Epiftle forged by. Mercator long after this 
Lab1365. time; and itis wrong applied too, if Symmachus were 
fo unjuft.as to rob his neighbors of their Chatftity. 
Wherefore the very Book of Ennodius is fulpicious, and 
this Synod is moft certainly Forged to faye the credit of 
an ill Pope. 
The 
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The Sixth Roman Council hath no date; but the 
Subfcriptions are certainly forged, having (like the for- 
mer) the names of many Eaftern Bifhops who could not 
be in this Synod. The Ads are a Rhapfody out of fome 
later Councils againft Sacriledge (4) , as appears by di- 
vers barbarous phrafes, and fome expreflions, that are 
the diale& of more modern Ages, {uch as that of mens 
giving tothe Church, for the remiffion of their Sins, & zxter- 
ne vite mercatione), and for purchafing eternal life. The 
declaring alfo that the Sacritegious are manifeft Hereticks, us 
too abfurd for this Age. They further fay, That the Canons 
of Gangra sere confirmed by Apostolical Authority: The 
Forger meant, by Papal Authority. But thofe Bithops at 
Gangra {carce knew who was then Pope:And it is plain 
the Compiler of this Council had refpeé& to a Forgery 
of later Ages, where Ofius of Corduba's name (the pre- 
tended Legate of the Pope ) is. added tothe Synodical 
Letter from this Synod; and therefore thefe Acts were 
devifed long after this Councilis pretended to have fitten. 
And he muft bea meer ftranger to the Hiftory of this 
Time, who reads here that Symachus and his Council 
fhould fay, Is is not lawful for the Emperor , nor any cther 
profeffing Piety, &c. For this fuppofes Anafafius no He- 
retick, and that Popes then prefcribed Laws to the 
Emperor of the Eaft (4). 1 conclude with a fingle re- 
mark upon the Notes on this forged Council, which pre- 
tend, Theodoric obeyed this Councils Decree (4) in order- 
ing the patrimony of the Church of AZilan to be refio- 
red to Exfforgius, who was not in this Council, nor Bi- 
fhop of Afilan tilleight years after: And no doubt that 
Order was made by Theodoric in pure regard to Equiry ; 
for it is no way likely that he had ever heard of this 
Council. I conclude thefe Roman Councils with one 
remark relating to Monf. du-Pin, who hath taken things 
too much upon truft, to be always trufted himfelf, and 
therefore he publifhes five of thefe fix Councils for ge- 
nuine (/), and gives almoft the Baronian Character of 
Symmachu;.But thefe Notes | hope will demonttrate he 
is miftaken, both in his Man and thefe Synods ; and I 
Gg only 
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only defire the Reader to compare his Ac¢ount with 
thefe fhort Remarks. 


§. 2. There were few Councils abroad in this Popes 
time, and he was. not concerned in them. The Council 
of Agatha (now Agde) in the Province.of Narbon, was 
called by the confent of Alaricus an Arrian King;Cz/z- 
rius Bifhop of. Arles was Prefident of it, and divers good 
Canons were made in it (m); but Symmachus is not 
named, fo that our Editors only fay it was held in the 
time of Symmachus, I fhall make no particular re- 
mark bute on the Ninth Canon, where Cz/arius (who 
was much devoted to promote that’ Celibacy of the 
Clergy which’ now was pradtifed at Rome): and. the 
Council declare that the orders of Innocent and Siricius 
fhould be obferved (n). From whence we may Note, that 
thefeOrders had not yet been generally obeyed in France, 
and that a Popes Decretal was of no force there by 
vertue of the Authority of his See, but became’ obliga- 
tory by the Gallican Churches acceptance,and by turn- 
ing it into a Canonin fome Council of their own. Bue 
thatthe ufages of Rome did not prefcribe to France 
is plain from the Notes on the xii Canon , where it ap- 
pears their Lent Faft was a total abftinence till evening, 
none but the infirm being permitted to. dine (0). But 
the Roman Lent (unlefsthey have altered their old rule) 
allows men to dine in Lent with variety of fome forts 
of meat and drink, which is not fo {tri& by much as 
this Gallican cuftom. 

The farft Council of Orleance, is only faid to be in 
Symmachus time (p) 5 but the Acts fhew he was not con- 
fulted nor concerned in it. The Bifhops were fummo- 
ned by the Precept of King Clovis, who alfo gave them 
the heads of thofe things they were totreat of. And 
when ‘their Canons were drawn. up, they fent thena 
(not to Rome, but) to their King for Confirmation , with 
thismemorable addre(s, if thofe things which we have a- 
greed on feemright to your sudgment , we defire your affent , 
that [o the Sentence of..fo many. Bifhops by the approbation of 
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fogreataPrinces may beobeyed , as bemg of greater Authe- 
rity. And Clovis was not wanting in re{pec to them; 
for he ftiles them Holy Lords, and Popes mot sworthy of 
their Apoftolical Seat, By which it, 1 manifelt,that Rome 
had then no Monopoly of thele Titles. 

I conclude that which relatesto Pope Symmachus his 
time with one Remark, that in the year 500 the De- 
vout and learned African. Fulgentins came on purpofe to 
vifit Rome: But the writer of his life,who acurately de- 
{cribes what the holy Man faw there, and largely fets 
forth his View of. Dheodorie,his vifiting the Tombsofthe 
Martyrs,and faluting the Monks he met with (q),fpeaks 
not one Syllable of the Pope , whofe Benediction one 
would think Fulgentins fhould have defired : But whe- 
therthe Schifm yet continued, or Symachus his man- 
ner did not pleafethe good Man, ’its plain he took no 
notice of him. 

§. 3,/ ddormifda fucceeded Sysmmachus, and it {eems, by 
the Letter of Dororheus,that in his Election Cand not be- 
fore)the Schifm at, Rome ceafed,which began when Sym- 
machus.was chofen (r); which fhews that Symmachus 
having a ftrong party againft him all histime, could do 
nothing confiderable.... This Pope Hormi/da was either 
married, before he was Pope, or was. very criminal 3 for 
he had a Son, ie. Sylwerius,who(as Liberatus teltifies) was 
Pope about twenty years after him (s). This was a 
bold and aétive Pope, and did labour much to reconcile 
the Faftern tothe Weftern Church, and at lait Gin fome 
meafire) effected it,after the Greeks had been [eparated(as 
Binius notes) from the unity of the Churc9. (not Catholick, 
but) of Rome (be means) about So years (t). From whence 
we may obferve, that a Church, may be many yearsout 
of the Communion of the Roman Church, and yetbe 
a true Church ; for none (till Baronius) ever faid the 
Faftern wasnot atrue Church all the time of this Se- 
paration. The Notes further tell us, that King Clovis 
of France {ent Hormi(da a Golden Crown fet with pre- 
cious ftones, for a Prefent, and thereby procured this re- 
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ward from God, that the Kingdom of the Franks ftill 
continues (#). Which ftuffis out of Baronius (w). But 
the Story is as falfe as the inference ; for Sirmondus 
proves that King Clovis died Asno 511, that is, three 
years before Hormifda was Pope (x): Labbe, who owns 
thisto be an Error, would corre& the miftake, and put 
in Cbildebert’s name ; but he who told the Story ; could 
certainly have told the Kings right name(y); where- 
fore we reye&t the whole Relation as fabulous: And for 
the inference, the Kingdom of Franks indeed like alf 
other Kingdoms (who fent no Crowns) hath continu- 
ed, but not in Clovis his Pofterity, which is long fince 
extin&. We fhall make more remarks on this Popes 
Hiftory in his Letters. 

And many Epiftles are lately found of this Popes 
in the Vatican, or Forged there, which we will now 
confider. 

The Firft Epiftle is certainly Forged, itis directed to 
Remigius , but names King Lovis or Clovis , who was 
dead three year before, as Labbe owns (x); for which 
caufe Sirmondus omitted it as Spurious, and fo P. de 
Marca counts it (4). And it is almoft the fame with 
another feigned Epiftle, wherein the Pope is pretended 
to make a Spanifh Bifhop his Legatethere (4): But the 
Reader muft beware of all fuch Epiftles, being gene- 
rally writ by later Parafites of Rome, who would have 
itthoughe, that all the Eminent Bifhops in the World, 
acted by a Power delegated from the Pope. 

The Second and Fourth Epiftles are this Popes ex- 
cufeé, why he did not go, but fend his Legates to a 
Council in the Ea, unto-which the Emperor Anaffa- 
fius had fummoned him , more magorum(c): Which 
fhews that as yet the Emperors had the power of cal- 
ling Councils , and fent their Precepts to the Pope 
himfelf. 

The Fifth Epiftle is alfo to excufe Hormifda’s not go- 
ing, The Title of which is falfe , viz. That # was a 
new thing for a Pope to be called to a Council by the Em- 
peror (a). For the Letter it felf only faith 3 there is no 
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Example of a Pope going in perfos toa Council (in Foreign 
Parts). Butasto the Summons, that was no new 
thing ; for Pope Celestine was called to Ephe/us by The- 
odofius , and Leo to Chalcedon by the Emperor Marcian. 
And in this Letter Hormifda highly commends Ana/ta- 
fiusy for Writing to bim to be there in perfon 3 and lays, God 
moved the Emperor to write tha. 

The Third Epiftle isa reply to Dorotbens Bifhop of 
Theffalonica,who Calls the Pope bis Felow Minifter , in the 
Infcription. But Bininus (contrary both to Baronius and 
Labbe) corrupts the Title and Text of the Epiftle of 
Dorotheus(e), reading Patri— inftead of —?ape;, and 
twice in fix lines putting venerando capiti nuftro, — for— 
vestro: Now the true reading, I have writ this to your 
venerable Head, means no more,but to your felf: Whereas 
the corruption tends to impofe upon the Reader a falfe 
conceipt, viz. That the Pope was the Father and Head of 
all Bifhops. 

The Sixth Epiftle fhews, that Hormifda for two years 
after his advancement into the infallible Chair , took 
Anaftafius for an Orthodox Emperor (f). But Baro- 
nius had expofed him as a known Heretick, and Perfe- 
cutor of the Orthodox many years before; and Binius 
Notes charge him with the Eutychian Herefie (g) at 
this very time : Which thews Hormifda was very 
meanly qualified for an univerfal Judge, in matters 
of Faith. I add, that in this Epiftle che Pope de- 
clares, He will throw bimfelf down at the Emperors Feet 
for the Service of the Church. But after-times have feen 
an Emperor falling down at the Popes Feet, and kifling 
his Slipper. } , 

The Title of the Epiftle of Fobn Bifhop of Nicopolss, 
calls the Pope (if it be genuine) Father of Fathers, 
and Prince of all Bifhops (h) However ic can only 
mean, That the Pope was a chief Bifhop, becaufe in 
the fame Title he ftyles him 4 fellow Minifter , and in 
the Epiftle faith his Predeceffor Alcifo, was a Prince of 
Bifbops, who was only an Archbifhop over a few Suffra- 
gans, and there were, but eight Bilhops in this Synod 

of 
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() Baron. An. Of Epirus (i), of whofe complying withthe Pops, Bz- 


ronius brags, as if all the Eaftern Church had fuomitted, 

In the Eighth Epiftle, che Pope diftinguithes the 4. 
poftolical (that is, the Roman) from the general Catholick 
Church ; where he affirms that thefe Hereticks were 
Condemned, both by the oneand the other. 

Aiter the Ninth Epiftle we have a Paper called « 
Form of Faith, pretended to be fent with thefe Let- 
ters, to be fubicribed by thefe Bifhops of Epirus 5 but 
yet is dated the year after thefe Letters, and hath 
other marks of Forgery; the matter of it being not 
defigned to fecure the Articles of the Old Creeds , 
but to enflave all Churchés to believe implicitely as 
the Church of Rome did, which is fo grofly flattered 
init, that Hormifda might well blufhat it , and muft 
take thofe who would fubfcribe it, for his Vaflals. But 
doubtlefS, this was devifed after the Supremacy and 
Infallibility were got much higher : And we may ob- 
ferve , the Forger of it not only claps it in here, but 
makes Fuftin the Emperor fignit, and fendit to Pope 
Boniface, after that Emperor and Pope were both dead, 
where Biniws and Lablé condemn it for an Impo- 
ture (k): And the devifer of it is fo fond of it, that he 
hath thraft ic in moft falfly and impertinently, in four 
or five feveral places of the Councils. 

Afterall the Noife of the Subjection of the Eastern 
Churches to the Roman, all the Letters of this time, men- 
tion no more than the Agreement and Concord of the Eaftern 


and Western Churches: So Avitus enquires, if they were 


reconciled and a Concord was made (1). Fuftinthe Empe- 
ror faith,+he laboured pro Concordia, 8&c. (m). And 
Hormi(da himfelf {peaks of it as an Union, and @ recei- 
ving the Bifhop of Conttantinople into an Unity of Com- 
munion (n) 5 Which fhews the Eaftern Church owed no 
fubjection then to Rome. 

The inftru@ions to the Legates laft cited, are fome- 
thing fufpicious,and look like the Work of a later Hand: 
But Binius is {o taken with them, that he Prints them a- 
gain verbatim (o), whereas Labbe omits them the fecond 
time. The 
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The Seventeenth Epiftle fhews, that this Pope, under 
pretence of.admitting inferior Bifhops to his Commu- 
nion, broke-in upon the Ancient Rights and Cultoms 
of Metropolitans, freeing their .Suffragans from the 
obedience they owed to their Superiors by the Canons (p). 
And a little after , becaufe Dorotheus oppofed this ufur- 
pation, the Pope reprefents him as having forfaken 
Chrift (g) ; a piece of Cant that is common with every 
petty Sect, in refpect of all that are not of their party. 
And indeed the Epiftle of Axafafius, which follows 
this 22d Epiftle declares, that Hormifda was a ftub- 
born and unmerciful man, and not only flighted the 
Emperor and injured him; but pretended to command 
him ; which he faith, He wll not bear (vr); or as Baro- 
nius out of the Pontifical hath it, he told the Pope He 
would Command, and not be Commanded (s), which was 
not fpoken in fury, but like a Prince; and had all his 
Succeffors kept the Reins fo ftiff, they had. curbed 
all the Papal ufurpations ; yea, wholly prevented 
them. 

The Relation of the Syrian Monks , which.we have 
here in Latin, is corrupted inthe Title, and abufed by 
a filly Tranflator (¢). The Title is with great {welling 
words directed to Hormifda ; but the Textfpeaks to a 
whole Synod of Bifhops, and fays, Rife ye up holy Fa- 
thers——and, The Flock cometh to you true PaStors and 
Doéfors, to whom the Salvation of all is committed (u) ; 
yet the Title appropriates all tothe Pope fingle , where 
the Tranflator, for Oecumenical Patriarch (a name which 
is often given alfo to the Bifhop of Conffantinople,) ig- 
norantly, or by defign hath univer(e orbis Terre Patri- 
arche; And he callsthe Weltern Legate Angelum veftrum, 
your Angel: ?Tis probable allo, fome fuch Hand hath 
putin, vos effis caput omnium : Ye(not the Pope alone), 
are the Head of all ; where our Editors marginal Note is, 
The Pope is the Head of all. But the boldeft Forgery of 
allis, That Bénius and Labbe make thefe Monks in the 
end of their Epiftle accurfe Acacius Bifhop of Con- 
ftantinople , who did communicate with the Hereticks , 
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which is added by the Editors. For in Baronius (w) 
Acacius his name is not once mentioned, neither in his 
Edition at Antwerp, 1596. nor in that at Venice, 1601. 
So that we can fcarce truft any thing which comes 
through fuch Mens hands, 

The Twenty fourth Epiftle, which pretends to make 
‘fobn Bifhop of Tarragon the Popes Legate, and {peaks 
uf his coming to Italy, and having Papal Conftitutions 
fent him (x) , not only confirms our Note , that all 
fuch kind of Epiftles are forged , but is certainly fpuri- 
ous it felf For inthis year (§17,) this Sohn prefided 
in the Council of Gyrone in Spain, where he and his 
fellow Bifhops made Canons, and take no notice of 
the Pope, or any Legantine Power: And the Editors’ 
differ about the date of this Epiftle. And probably 
the next Epiftle containing the Conftitutions is forged 
alfo(y), being directed to a the Bifhops of Spain, who 
were not then under any one King nor Primate— 
And whereas this Letter. fpeaks of peaceable times; it is 
certain thefe Gothick Arrian Kings, were almoft con- 
tinually at War with France,and with eachother: How- 
ever the Inventer of thefe Epiftles is not very Modern: 
For he makes Chrift the Head of the Church, and Bilhops 
to be bis Vicars: And Penitents are here forbid to be 
chofen Bifhops , becaufe they could not decently abfolve 
others , who had openly confelfed their own Sins before the 
People. Which thewe the Pope was not Chrifts fole Vicar 
then: And that there was no Auricular Confeffion 
when this was writ. , 


S. 3. Fujtie being upon Axafiafias his death unex- 
pectedly made Emperor, gives the Pope notice of it, 
and requires his Prayers; This Hormifda (if his Letter 
be genuine) craftily calls, offering up the firft fruits of bis 
Empire to St.Peter (z): And the Notes add, That i was 
the ancient ufe to certifie the Pope of the new elecked Em- 
peror, and to reque/t him to confirm and confecrate him. 
But J have fhewed it was a much more ancient Cu- 
{tom , forthe Pope to certifie the Emperor of se Ele- 

ion ; 
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&ion: Only when an Emperor came to the Throne 
without a good Title , (which was Fustin’s cale,) ic 
was fuch an Emperor’s intereft to gain the Pope’s favour. 
But as for either Confecration or Confirmation, there 
is notone word of it; thatis a device out of Baronius 
Brain, and the Annotator takes ic from him of eruft(a); ()8aren. 4x, 
and he was owned Emperor by all, long before this 51°.02+3- 
paz.2.Tom.7. 
The Epiftle of ‘fohn Bifhop of Conftantinople , in the 
Ticle calls Hormifda , His moft Holy Brother and Fellow- 
Minifter (b);and in the Letter he calls him, off dear Bro- (6)Ep.to Con/t. 
ther in Chrift; which Phrafes Epiphanius alfo his Succeflor ”-P48.580. 
ufesin his Epiftle tothe fame Pope(c): And from ee 
Fobn’s Epiltle we learn , that when Old Rome left out (c)Ep. Epiph 
the names of the Patriarchs of Constantinople, in their Bin.pag.6cg, 
Dypticks; Thefe put out the Popes name from their col.2.Lad, 
Dypticks, which fhews no fubje@ion was owned or ex- ‘93+ 
peated, and that the Eaftern Church was on even 
ground with the Pope in thofe days, defpifing his Com- 
munion as much as he did theirs. 
An Epiltle writ to Ce(arius Bifhop of Arles,this year, 
is {ufpicious, becaufé Baronius had mentioned his Will 
and Teftament ten year before (2): But if he were (d)Baron. du. 
now alive, we mult corre& the Title in Binius, where 5°38-0-3°- 
he is called, The Vicar of the Apostolick See in¥rance : pag.5 83. 
Which words are fo manifeft a Forgery that Labbe left 
them out. But we may fufpec the whole,fince the Pope 
never names his laft Embafly before this time received 
from the Emperor and Patriarch of ConStantinople, 
when he pretends to give an Account of the Affairs in 
the Eaft tothis Ca/arius. 
The Legates Inftructions here begin as the former 
did, viz. When by Gods Mercy, ye come into the Haftern 
parts (e), dc. and the Legates in their third Suggeftion, (¢/ 1adic. 2. 
afcribe their fafe Journy only to Gods Mercy (f), So that MGIES 2 
probably thofe words(in the firftinftruG@ions)—andthe y i956, 
Prayers of the Apoftlesare added by a later hand, when (f)sug, 3.2. 


they ufed fo often to pray to Saints, as to give them a peg.585-col.2. 


fhareof the Glory dueto God for his Mercy. Lab.1435. 
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The fame hand’, to countenance the fame pra&ice, 
feems to have corrupted. the Thirty feventh Epiftle, 
where Hormifda tells Fujtinian—— He did daily and huw- 
bly befeech the Apoftle Peter , that God might give a [peedy 
iffue to bis endeavours (g): Which borders both on 
Blafphemy and Nonfenfe, but probably the true read- 
ing was —~apud B.Petrum——obfecramus. ‘That the Pope 
pray’d daily at St.Peter’s Church to God,,. for ‘Fuftinian’s 
{peedy fuccefs. | 

That the Eaftern and Weftern Church were united 
about this time is true; but 1 am apt to believe, thac 
thofe many particular circumftances, which Baronius: 
and thefe Editors have out of a fort of reports of the 
Popes Legates , Letters and other Papers , lately found (it 
The Epi- 
file of ‘fobs Bifhop. of Conftantinople , wherein he is 
pretended to fubfcribe that flattering confeflion .of 
Faith, formerly-faid to be fubfcribed by the Bifhops 
of Epirus (h), is certainly a Forgery, that fome Parafite 
hath tranfcribed as often as any Eminent perfon was 
reconciled to the. Pope ; and therefore’, a little after 
( as-I noted but now ) he afcribes the fame Form to. 
the Emperor Fustin , three years after he was dead: 
There is no proof of this fobn’s fubfcribing any fuch. 
Paper, but only the relation of Dio/corms , one of the 
Pope’s Legates, which is certainly falfe,becaufe he faith, 
That at this time (An.519-) John confented to rafe the 
names of Phravites, Euphemius, Macedonius and Timo- 
theus out of the Dypticks, as well as the name of Acacius, 
upon which Baronius ‘Triumphs moft extreamly () : 
But without any. caufe; for if he had not craftily omit- 
ted an Epiftle of fuftinian’s, writ the next year (2), 
(which is in Binius (1),) it would have appeared that 
the Eaftern Church would. not yield to rafe out any 
more names,but only that of Acaci#s. But Baronius hath 
later Epiftles of ‘fu/tinian which exprefly lay, (a year 
after this. pretended rafing out the names ot Euphemi- 
us, @rc.) that only Acacius his Name was left out of 
the .Dypticks, and that the fcruple about the other 
names 
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siames was fiot’to be medled with; for the Eaftern Bi- 
fhops would never yield that poirit(m). And fu/tin (m) Barondn, | 
the Emperor faith the fame to Hormifda (n); yea, in 520.n.35, 36. a, 
the year ¥21, we find the Emperor fill, requiring the Pig’. ae 
Pope fhould. communicate with. thofe who only lefe eae 
out Acacivs his name, but kept in the other Bifhops pag.66. Re 
names (0). All which is fafficient to prove this Story (@) Id. 4a.521. es 
ef Diofeorus to be.a meer Fi@ion: Yet it may be con- %°-pag.72- na 
firmed alfo by'the Chronicle of Viétor 3 who mentions 
no Bifhops namie of Conftantinople but dcacias , that was 
rejected when the Emperor Fastin reconciled the Ka- 
fern and Weftern Bifhops( p): And no Writers of this (p)#éor.Tuen, 
or the next Age do mention this pretended fubmiflion eee ea ve 
of Fohw of Conftantinople; Marcellinus, Cafioderus, Exa- le ju : ae 
grins and Paulus Diaconus are wholly filent in this cat 
matter: And if we confider how the Scene is drefled i 
up with variety of Letters, (lately found out) we 
fhall be tempted to think this part of the Epiftles are 
forged; yet we may allow what Baronius faith, that this 
abundance of Letters may make us that read-them now, 
know more of this cafe, thaw they who lived in that Age 
knew, if they never faa theferLerters (q). For tis pro- (4) Baron, An, 
bable neither Hormi(da, nor his Legates, nor Fuftin, Fu- ° pinnae 
ftinian,érc. did ever fee thefe Epiftles that now appear ee 
under their names, fo that we: may very. well .know 
more than they did ; but the reafon is only, becaufe 
we know more than is true. 

We may difcover fome marks of Forgery. in divers 
of thefe Papers; As that moft of them want the Con- 
fils Nanies, and arenot dated; Ehat Germanus lays, be (+) Baron. An. 
svas received i Proceffion with Wax Candles and C roffes(r)3 519.035. 
a Cuftom of a later date ; for we Have no-Croflesin ano- P28-29- 
ther Proceflion defcribed by a Writer of that time (4). Scalar | 
The calling Hormifda in one of the Letters , Arch- (Ep tna pa. 
Bifhop of the Univer{al Church (t) 5 and the Emperors Bim. pag.g89. 
giving the ‘Popes Legate-the ‘Title of Hw Angel (u) ; col. teLad, 
Thefe, with many otherthings that might be obferved, }454 
make it probable thefe Papers were Invented for a Pat- Meee gp 
tern to the poor Greeks, when the defign of fabjecting 6) Ln a 
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them to the Latin Church, was-on foot in later 
Ages. 


6.4. To proceed: Whereas Fufiuian in one parti- 

cular point defires the Opinion of Hormifda ; and com- 

| plements him fo far as to tell him, He will beliewe that 

(w)Ep.juftin. tobe Orthodox, which he {hall anfwer (W) 5 Baronius prints 

ap.Baron. 4 this in great Letters, and Biniws from this particular 

2 a Affertion drawsa general Inference in his Margen, wiz. 

p.s98.col2, Lat which is defined by the Pope, is tobe received by all 

Labisi7. for the Catholick Fath. A Confequence fo abfurd, that 

Labbe is afhamed of it and leaves it out, as weil he 

might, fince Fu/tinian did not agree with the Pope in 

this Queftion, after he had received his Anfwer. And 

| the diffénting Eaftern Bifhops, at this time reckoned 

(x) Sug.Germ Hormifda to bea Neftorian (x), if we can credit any 

Binpeg.sot of thefé Papers. So that doubtlefs Justinian never 
sol-2:44%+ thought a Pope Infallible. 

a In another Epiftle afcribed to Fobn of Constantinople, 
not fo very truckling as the former, that Bifhop is made 
to fay, by the help of the Interceffion of the Holy and Con- 

()) Relat. fob, (ubjtantial Trinity, and of the glorious and true Mother of 
Conftant.Bin, G04 (y). A Phrafe too abfurd for any Bifhop toule: 
pag.600. col,2, For with whom fhould the Trinity intercede, or what 
Lab.is2%. canbe more ridiculousthan equalling the Virgins Inter- 
ceflion to the Trinity , unlefs it be the making the Tri- 
nity pray to it felf? Labbe boldly attempts to mend this 
Sentence, but without Authority; and after all, its evi- 
dently writ by a later Hand. 
If the next relation of Germanus be true, it appears, 
Nocaufe of ‘a Bifhopof the Eaft could be tried at Rome, 
without the confent of the Emperor, who exprefly for- 
bids the trying the Caufe of Dorotheus at Rome, though 
the Pope earneftly defired it might be judged there (z), 
(z)Sug.Germ. as Baronias alfo confefleth (a). 
Mieste si By the relation from the Synod at Con/tantinople it ap- 
wy Samy *  pears,that they call their new ele&ed Patriarch Epipha- 
(a) Baron. dn, wius, The Popes own Brother , and fellow Minister, and 
s19.n.142. count their joynt endeavours , to be one Brothers helping ano- 
pag. $2» ach | | ther 
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ther(b). Binius ftrives to blunder this by printing it, (2)Relat.Synod. 


Germanum veftrum,as if it were the proper name of the 
Popes Legate. But Labbe honeltly reftores the true 
reading germanum vejtrum. 

The Epiftle next to this bears the name of Fuftinianus 
Augustus; yet is dated Anno 520 (c), which is a grofs 
miftake ; for-he was not ftyled Augustus till near feven 
year after, as Baronius owns Anno 527. Yea, after this 
Fuftinian is ftyled. Vir illuftris (d); and for certain was 
not Emperor when this Letter is faid to be writ. 

The Notes after Hormi(da’s 70th Epiftle , do bitterly 
inveigh again{t ‘fobannes Maxentius , and the Scythian 
Monks, as notorious Lyers, and Eutychian Hereticks ; 
and Labbe is more fevere in his Cenfure than Bias or 
Baronius (c). But they are all miftaken ; For this AZax- 
entins was entirely Orthodox, and defended the Council 
of Chalcedon againt the Eutychians , as is fully proved 
by two learned and judicious Writers, Bifhop Ujher and 
Forbefius (fF). And we may be {ure Baronius firlt in- 
vented this falfe accufation, (thinking it impoflible any 
Man but a Heretick could write againft the Pope), to 
be revenged on Maxentius for fo bold a Fa&. But in 
the Age before, Cochleus a Papilt or Catholick (as Bare- 
nius calls him)did honeftly put out A4axentins his Works, 
as an Orthodox Writer, though Maxentius do write a- 
gainft the Epiftle under Hormi(da’s Name, to. Pofeffor 
an African Bifhop; and proves whoever was the Au- 
thor of that Epiftle, was a Lyer and an Heretick , 
as were allo Pofefor and Diofcorus , one of the Popes 
Legates; and he further juftifies himfelf,and the Scychi- 
an Monks, blaming the Pope for banifhing them from 
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Rome: Saying amongft other thing, Jf the Bifhep of 


Rome fhould probibit us to confe(s Chrift , the Son , to be 


one of the Holy and undivided Trinity , the Church would - 


never yield to him, nor re[pect him as an Orthodox Bifhop, 
but utterly Accurfe him as an Heretick (g). So that no 
body then believed the Pope to be Infallible; and for 


Hormi(da, Maxentius fufpeas him to be a favourer of 
Pelagianifm. The Emperor Fujfis Speaking of the 
: Church 
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Church of Hierufalem, faith, that all men fhew [rantum 
favorem, the Editors read tamen , only to blunder the 
Period} fo much favour to it 5 ws to-the Mother of the 
Chriftian Name, that none dare feparate from it (h). SHad 
thisbeen faid of Rome, how would the Parafites have 
Triumphed ? Yet wanting real Encomiums,in the next 
Paper they fteal one; and where the Eaftern Clergy 
{peak of their own Churches which had not Swerved frons 
the Faith delivered to them; The Editors apply this to 
Rome, and{ay in the Margen (3), The Roman Church ne- 
ver deviated from right Doftrin: But the Reader will 
find there is no mention of the RomanChurch in that 
place; only S. Peter, who founded that of Antioch, is 
pointed at a little before. 

Before Hormifdas 77th Epiftle there is one of Fuftini- 
an,to Hormifda; wherein he declares,that after the Con- 
troverfie was fetled ultra non patiemur (they blunder it 
by reading mos patiemur) He will net fuffer any one under 
that Government to ftir any more in it (k): Whichis a 
brisk Orderto the Pope, ina caufe of Religion. For 
which reafon, and becaufe it fhews, that he andthe 
Greeks would not yield to leave out any Name,but that 
of Acacius , Baronius omits it, and only prints the an- 
{wer toit (/): For this was writ the year after the pre- 
tended confent of the Patriarch of Comfuntineple, to 
rafe out Euthymsins, and Macedonius, with other Names 
out of the Dypticks. 

We cannot leave this Pope without fome remarks on 
his carriage in anfwer to the Queftion propounded to 
him by ‘Fuftinian, viz. Whether it were Orthodox to (ay (as 
the Scythian Monks did) one of the Trinity was crucified 
forus? Diofcorus the Popes Legate reprefented this 
Sentence to Hoirmifda, as Heretical, and that to allow it 
would open a gap to many Herefies(m). The Pope 
firft determined to refer the controverfie to the Bifhop, 
of ConStantinople, as appears by another relation of Dj- 
ofcorus (n) ; though Baronius would conceal this, by omit- 
ting the beginning of this Paper (0). But probably Dio/- 
corus durit not trult this Queftion with the Sa of 
C7 
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Conjtantinople.So that Hormifda not yet declaring himdelf, 
Fuftinian writto him, that he and the Eaftern Church i 
thought this Sentence Orthodox, and required hiscon- Le 
fent to their Faith (p),which he further fhews in another (?/!¢-4#.520 
Epiftle complaining of the Popes’delays (q). Ac laft, (4) Ep dain 
aftera long time Hormifda writes a fhuflling Letter to Binpsgéio, | oy 
the Emperor,wherein Baronius faith he utterly exploded Col.:. en 
this Sentence (7): Yea, Baronius owns afterward , that ©) 2aroz. 4x. 
this Pope would have all Catholicks abhor thefé words; °*"'-7°77. 
One of the Trinity [uffered in the Flefh (s). But this very ty eee, pin 
Sentence afterward appeared to be True and Orthodox, 53 3.n. 4, 
and they-whocondemned it were declared Hereticks. pag.t79. ii 
Yea , the Scythian Monks appealed from this Pope to Hq 
that moft learned and orthodox Father Fulgentius, who 

declared they were in the right, and that he believed 

as they did (+). And finally, one of the fucceeding (# Vid. opera 
Popes joyned. with Fuftinian and the Orthodox Chri- ¥#-ep.ad Mo- 
{tians to confirm this Sentence: So that this Pope and ™*<h.col.272. 
his Legate were both on the Heretical fide , which 

fpoils the Infallibility. 


ed 


§.§. The Councils abroad in this Popes times take x.Dom.514.. 
1x0 notice of him, yet bear the Title of being held 
under him: The firft, (Binius fays) was at Rhemes,and 
he cites for this Flodeardus(u). But Labbe calls this a (#)Conc.Rbem, 
Synod at an uncertain -place, and gives us Binius his ecahirorsing 
Notes; but cites the words of Flodoardus; by which it si mg 
appears that Rdemigis his being made the PopesLe- ~ 
gate , and calling this Synod there by a Legantine 
power, are Fictions of Baronius and Binius, taken our 
of the firft forged Epiftle of Hormifda, and falfly 
charged upon Flodoardus , who faith no fuch thing: 
And Sirmondus with P. de Marca fay, Rhemigius was not 
the Popes Legate: Which manifeftly appears from two. 
Epiftles of his, writ ten-year after this feigned delega- : 
tion (wv), concerning an Invafion made upon his jurit ¢ ere: | 
diction, wherein he never urges any fort of.power as rs tae Rey W 
Legate, but pleads his original right as @Metropoli- "°°" eam 
ran: And from Baronias and his Plagiary citing Flo- 
doar dus 


Po rabeae " sig sa 


“240 


fii, DOW. 5 16. 


‘(x)Concil .Tar- 


rac. Bin.pag. 
615.L4b1562. 
( 7)Not. Bim. 
pag.617. 

Lab.i§ 65s 


An.Doms 7. 


(a) Sec thefe 
Notes ‘on Ep, 
24.Horm. 
(6)Concil,Ge- 
rund. Bin.pag. 
618;&c. 

Lab. 1567. 
An.Dom.518. 


(¢) Concil. 


Conft.Bin.pag. 


620. colefe 
Lab. 1886. 
(d)Bin.p.725. 
Col. 2. Lab. 


Tom.§-p.1 620° 


The Church Hiflory cleard, Part 1V. 


‘doardus at-large for this , compared with the words of 


that Author in Labbe; the Reader may learn, thefe 
Writers are never to be trufted in any Quotation rela- 
ting to the Pope, till the Authors be fearched. 

The Council of Tarragon was not under Hormifda, 
though it were in his time (x); The Bifhops there 
acting independently on Rome, whofe Popes Decrees 
of dividing the Church Revenues into four parts, they 
contradict}, and divide it only into three (7) in the 
eighth Canon: Andin the eleventh, they order con- 
cerning the Difcipline of Monks, the Gallican Canons 
fhall above all others be obferved. 

Binius mifplaces the Council of Pau, Anno Dom. 509. 
But Labée fets it in this year rightly ; it was called (not 
by the Pope, but ) by Sigi/mund King of Burgundy, as 
all Provincial and National Synods in that age were; 
the famous Alcimus Avitus was Prefident of it, and the 
Pope had no hand in it; for which reafon thefe leffer 
Councils are more fincere than any,where Rome or the 
Pope is natned, for there the Forgers are always tempt. 
ed to leave,add,or alter fomething. | 

The fame year was a Council held at Gyrone in Spain, 
not under the Pope, but under ‘fohn of Tarragon; and 
though by Hormifda’s forged Epiftles, he be pretended 
to have been the Pope’s Legate(a), and that he recei- 
ved Conftitutions from Rome, it is plain this Council 
proceeds upon its own Authority() ,.and makes its 
own Rules; which fhews thefe Fictions are of a later 
date. 

The Council of Conftantinople is falfly titled-under 
Hormifda ; the Union was not yet made , and Hormif- 

da fent not his Legates till next year , 1o that it is very 
trifling for the Editors to fay , it was partly reprobated at 
Rome (c), becaufe this Synod confifted only of Eaftern 
Bifhops, called by ‘fufis the Emperor; and:their own 
Patriarch ‘Fohn of Conftantinople prefided , whom they 
call, Most Holy and Bleffed Father of Fathers, Archbi(hop 
and Occumenical Patriarch (d), and of him and Fujin, 
only do they defire their Acts to be confirmed. And 
not 
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not only they, but two Eaftern Synods alfo at Feru/a- 

lem and Tyre ratified thefe Decrees, which gave them i 
a fufficient Authority; and it is but a Roman Fiction, Ca 
that thefe A@s were revoked upon the reconciling of | 
the Eaftern and Weftrn Churches. 


§..6. Fobn the firlt fucceeded Hormifda, probably by  2o™5 +3. tee 
the intereft of Tdzodoric the Arrian Gothick King, for he oe 
commanded him to go ashis Embaffador to the Eaftern 
Emperor Fujtim, to require him not to perfecute the 
Arrians, but reftore to them their Churches which he 
had taken away, Threatning he would ufe the Carho- 
licks. of Jraly feverely, if this were not granted (e). (c) Vit.foban 
The Pontifical foftens this witha gentle phrafe, Rogans Bix. pag.621. 
mifit —as if Theodoric entreated the Pope to go on this Cl: 2- £42. 
ungrateful Errant; but the Notes more truly affirm, '°°* 
be forced him to take this Office(f). However, the Pope ¢ ¢) nor. Bin. 
durft. not difobey that King, wherefore he went to 622.Lab.1602. 
Conftantinople, and did deliver this requeft to Fufin, 
fo as to prevail for liberty to the Arrians in the Eaft, 
as all Authors (before Baronius) affirm (g): But the (2) Anaftafius 
Cardinal calls this a bz/e blot of the Popes prevarication; ut fap. Platina 
and therefore he with the Notes give Anaffafins the lye, pag7!.Naucler. 
and forfake- him in this part of ‘febn’s Story whom in all Chto#.pag.70% 
the reft they follow. For Baronius will not allow, that ji ib eon 

: ‘ i enetis . ii7pag. 166, 
a Pope fhould do fo vile a thing, as to follicie for Li- g {9. 
berty of Confcience for Arrian Hereticks ; wherefore 
he pretends he encouraged Fu/fin to go on in puni- 
fhing them: But they cannot prove this, except by a 
forged Epiftle writ in this Popes name, and a miftaken 
paffage out of Gregory of Tears, who knew not the true 
Scory, but {peaks of ‘fohn’s Embafly to Theodoric, inftead 
of Fufin. One Argument only Baroyins urges, which is, 
Why ‘Theodoric fhould imprifon this Pope at bis return , 
and keep bins prifoner till he dyed im that woful confinement, 
if be had faithfully dif-harged his Embaffy (bh). Lanfwer (b) Barow4n, 
from Paulus Diaconus , That Theodoric was moved to 525-08. pig. 
anger, becaufe Juftin the Catholick Emperor had received 12% ®197- 
him fo honourably (4); and alfo as Baronins himfelf faich eae 
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This Gothick King {ufpected the Romans were then laying 
Plots against him, and confederating with Juftin the Em- 
peror. Sothat doubtiefs he thought the Pope was in 
this defign, and fo fiffered him to dye in Prifon : 
Now all this proves, that thefe Gothick Kings were ab- 
folute Lords over the Bifhops of Rome; and it looks 
like a Judgment on the Roman See, that whereas they 
had been fo bitter againft Acacies and other Orthodox 
Bithops of Constantinople, for only converfing with fup- 
pofed Hereticks, one of their own Popes was forced 
co plead that the worft of all Hereticks, the Arrians, 
might have the publick exercife of their .Religton “al- 
lowed by Law.' I take ‘no notice of the Miracles af- 
cribed to this Pope, becaufe the fabulous Gregorian 
Dialogues are the only Evidence for them. 

The Roman Mint hath Coined two Epiftles for this 
Pope, of which Labbe faith, many things prove that they 
are both forged (k). The firft is patched up out/of the frag- 
ments of many other Popes Letters; and that paflage 
of the Sheeps reproving their Pastor, if he Err in the 
Faith, is originally ftollen out of a feigned Epijtle 
under Pope Fabian’sname. Baronins and Binias both 
confefs a falfe date, viz. Olybrius and~ Maximus being 
Confils; who were never ‘in office togecher 3 and if 
we read Id. Funij Maximo Confule, Fobn was not made 
Pope till two Months after, nor will Olybrio Confule, 
mend ithe matter with Jd Funij, becaufe this Pope 
dyed the 27+b of May in that year: However, though 
they cannot reconcile thefe Errors, the Notes and 


“Baronius would have this Forgery pafs for genuine, to 
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clear the Pope from ferving the “Arrian intereit (/). 
The fecond Epiftle is alfo Fictitious, being a Rhapfody 
out of Leo’s Epiftles and fome places of Scripture (wm), 
and dated ‘after this Pope was dead: So that we muft 
reje& them both together , with the Legend of his 
Confecrating Arrian Churches for the Orthodox, in 
defiance to King Theodoric, which Baronius and Binius 


- would have us believe. . . 
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The Council of Lerida in Spain, was not as Binins 4% Domso4 
faith, ander John, but ander Sergius Bifhop of Tarragon 
abo prefided in it, and in the 16 Canon, is called the 
Bilhop of the firfh See; a Title common to all Primates 
of old, but lately engrofied by the Pope (m). In the (*) Concil, 
Fragments-of this Council, there is a method of cano- l!¢rd. Bi pag: 
nically purging Clerks accufed of Crimes ; but it can- 777" ie ihe 
not belong to this Council-(as Labbe owns,) becauleit “9 
mentions Leo the Third and Charlemaign , who lived 
near 300 year after this Synod was held). In the © Lad.in Marg 
fame year was another Spanifh Council at Valencia , col 1615. 
in Pope Yohn’s time, but he is not once named in it, 
andthe Canons, were made by the Bifhops of the 
Province (p): Wherefore, Binius falfly Titles it snder Cp) Concil.Va- 
Pope John. lent. Biz. pag. 

The fame year was held the Council of Arles, which S29, Lau Gh a 
Pinius mifcalls the. third, but was truly che fourth 
Council there. This Synod was placed wrong for- 
merly 47. 453, when one, Opilio was Conful with 
Vincomalus , but- another Opélio was Conful with Rz- 
flicus this:year An. 5245 and Czfarius. his Subfcription 
to it fhews, this is. the true date of it(q). Binius is (q) Concil. 
here twice miltaken. Firft, In his old Title of fub Fo- Arch 4. Bix. 
banne. Secondly, In printing the Epiftle of . Fau/fus in Ps-° 3 1.cal, 
this place, as if this Council of Arles were that which ee be 
Fanjtus pretended confirmed his Pelagian Errors : But i, 
Labbd faith, Binius is miftaken, and ’cis cartain he was 
quite out. 

In Labbe, we. have here_a fingular Example of the 
modefty of Fulgentias ; who was very juftly chofen 
Prefident of an African Synod: But perceiving a.cer- 
tain Bifhop took..this ill, in the next Council he. re- 
nounced the Seat and Dignity, procuring that Bifhop 
to fit before him, refoluing, not to defend the Primacy 
he deferved. (faith the Author, ) where it would make a 
breach of Charity (r).. And. oh how happy had Chriften- ¢) 225. 1628. 
dom been, if the Popes had followed this Pattern ! Baron. an. 523. 
Who at this time had renounced the Communion of ™ 324pag.i¢ 3: 
more than half the Chriftian World ,. chieily for not 
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fubmitting to their Primacy, and in every Age fince, 
have Qarrelled with all that would not allow them 
that claim. 

The Council of Carthage under Boniface Bifhop there, 
Stiles him Bifhop of the firft See (s): Jt never names the 
Pope, and makes it very clear, that this Primate did 
order all things in that Province, without any depen- 
dance on Rome. 


§.7. Felix the Fourth was named by King Yheodoric. 
who being now Lord of Rome, did of rizht propofe 
him to the Clergy as a Candidate for the Papacy, void 
by Fobns death (t). The Notes pretend this’ was an 
ufurpation, and Baronius for this Rails bitterly “at The- 
edoric; Calling it am arrogant Fad, and giving him the 
Title of @ cruel Barbarian, a dreadful Tyrant and impious 
Arvian, adding that this was the caufe of Gods dejtroy- 
ing bim (#). But for all this rage, this is no more than 
what all Princes then did in their own Dontinions - 
And thefe Editors a little before’ printed an Epiftle 
wherein it is faid, Thar Epiphanius was made Bifoop of 
Conftantinople dy the Eleéion of Juftin and’ the Em- 
prefsi, with the confent of the Nobles , Priefts and Pes 
ple(w): And Hormitda iw the 76th Epiftle faith be was 
rigttly eleéed: Which fhews, that the Eaftern Empe- 
rors did not learn thisof the Gothick Kings; but there 
learned of the Emperors to name the Bithops of their 
chief Cities (x). And Theodoric ever exercifed — this 
Right, as the café of Symmachus fhewed us before - 
Wherefore that Law of Ordoacer, that the Pope fhould 
be elected by the Princes confent , remained ftill in 
force ; and Symmachus his pretended Repeal of it is ej- 
ther forged, or elfe thefe Kings defpifed all Papal Coun: 
cils which abridged them of their right. 

In the Notes on this Popes Life, we have a fabulous 
Vifion of fome doting Hermit, who fancied he faw 
Theodoric’s Soul thrown into the Vulcanian Kettles ( 7). 
This out of Gregory’s Dialogues is Foundation enough 
for them to Triumph in his Damnation, who refolve 
to 
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to find out fome Vifion or Dream to perfwade eafie 
Readers, that all Princes who injured any Pope were 
ent to Eternal Flames: Again, the Notes pretend, 
that_fustinian’s Ecclefiaftical Laws were made by the 
Bifhops of Con/fantinople, and put out in that Emperors 
name: But why might not ‘fufinian make his own 
Laws about Church matters, as Co#ftantine and all his 
Succetfiors to this time had done? No doubt he and they 
uféd in fuch cafes to advife with their own Bifhops: 
But thefe Parafites of Rome are angry, that the 
Pope is not the fole Law-maker in Caufes Ecclefiafti- 
cal; now he was not fo much as confulted. in thefe 
Laws, being then the Subje@ of another Prince: And 
what they objeét of Fuftinian’s {peaking honourably 
of Zeno and Anaftafius his Predeceffors.( Enemies to 
Rome) confirms me in the Opinion, that ‘Fustinian in 
compofing thefe Laws took no advice from St. Peter’s 
Chair. , 

We may jufily fufpecét moft of thefe Papal Epiftles, 
(out of which the Canonifts for fome Ages fetcht thofe 
Rules, by which they oppreffled the Chriftian World,) 
becaufe if a Pope neither did nor writ any thing re- 
markable , the Forgers invented Bufinefs and Letters 
for him as they have done for Pope ‘fobs and this 
Felix; whofe two firft Epiftles Labbe declares to be 
fpurious (z), and fhews the former is made up out of 
the Forgeries in Pope Eleutherivs name, as alfo out of 
the Epiftles of Leo, and Gregory who was yet unborn; 
the latter fteals the beginning from an Epiftle of Pope 
Innocent’s, and the reft is verbatim taken out of a fpu- 
rious Epiftle afcribed to Pope Dionyfins (a): And the 
date of this alfo is after Felix his death. But Binius 
boldly faith they are genuine; and Baronius would 
perfuade us, the name of Felix was put for Boniface, 
(which is an unlikely change) (4). Now if you ask 
why they vindicate fuch Trafh ; I muft Note, it is for 
the fake of one dear Sentence, viz. That the Roman 
Church in one of them is twice called the Head, A phrale 
which is enough to make any Coin currant at pgiee 
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The Third Epiftle was dated 15 year before Felix 
(c) Ep.3-Falix. was Pope (c),. till Sirmondus lately mended the Confuls 
Bin. pag. eG name ’tis faid to be written to Cefarius Bifhop of 
nen £6". “Arles, who is here ftiled not the Son, but the Brother o 
veel the Pope :. But the matter of ic is fuch mean ftuff, thae 
the true Author will have no credit by it, nor is is 
material whether it be genuine or no: And by the 
way ‘tis fomewhat odd, that thefe forged or trifling 
Epiltles, fhould give Ds-Pin ground for putting thefe 
two Popes into his Catalogue of Ecclefiaftical. Weris 

(d) Du-Pinitt. ters (d). | 
Cent.6.pag.29. Labbe adds here a Form of .Anathematizing the 
Manichean Herefie, wherein St. Augustin’s Opinion 
fe) Lab. col. guides the Affair (e). The Pope is not concerned in 
1658. reconciling Hereticks ; for the Authority of Rowewas 
not. fo confiderable in thofe days, as-thefe Men pre- 

tend. 

An, Dem.s29. Tis true, the Council of Orange owns they had 
fome Capitulars fent from Rome againft the Pelagi- 
(f) Concil” ans(f). But Labbe’s Notes fay, they were Sentences 
Arauf 2. Bin. collected out of the Fathers, efpecially Se. Augustin, 
Pag: € Jobe and agreeable to holy.Seripture (¢). Wherefore Binins 
() Lab not, falfly brags, that this Controverfie.was determined by 
col. 1676. the Popes Authority ; it was determined. by: St.Augu/tins 
Authority, whofe De@rin Pope ohn the fecond faith, 
{b) Ep.3. joan, the Roman Church then kept and followed (b). Rome only 
2.Bim. pag. furnifhed the Records. toward it; and a Clerk of the 
4s i. cole 1. Rolls may_as well be called the Determiner and Judge of 
we "7?"* a Suit where he produces any old writing, asthe Pope 
made. Arbiter in this Cafe: And it was the Gallican 
Synods Decree, which. made thefe Definitions to be of 
Force in France. Sirmondus indeed pretends , Pope 
(:) Lab. col: . Boniface confirmed this Council (%); but acknowledges 
ius the confirmation came fome time.after, though the 
modern Parafites had falfly placed this Papal confirma- 
tion before the Council: But if we enquire more 
{tri@ly, it will appear this fecond.Epiftle of Boniface 
the Second, (which isthe confirmation) is Forged; for 
it not only bears date the year after the Council, bur 
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(as Sirmondus owns (2), ) it is dated feven Months be- 
fore Boniface was Pope : So that unlefs you will allow 
him to alter Dates at his pleafure, this Pope did not 
confirm this Synod at all: Only any thing muft be 
genuine with thefe Men, which gives countenance to 
the Papal ufurpations. 

The Notes upon this Council cite a Teftimony out 
of Gennadius , that Pope Foelix approved a Book writ by 
Cefarius against the Pelagians (}): Which Teftimony 
is not-in my Edition of Genwadius; and if that Author 
have writ any fuch thing, he muft mean Felix the 
Third, becaufe he writ An.492, which is above 30 year 
before this Fzlix was Pope. But when fuch learned Men 
‘as Profper and Cefarius writ againft an Herefie, the 
Popes Celeftine and Felix gladly fubfcribed them, not to 
give the Books any greater Authority, but to prove 
themfelves Orthodox, and in Communion with men fo 
famous for defending the Catholick Faith. 

The Second or Third Council of Vaifon , was falfly 
placed by Binius under Pope John the fecond, who was 
not Pope till two years after (m); But Sirmondus rightly 
places it in this year in Fels his time. In the firft 
Canon it would have appeared plainly, that the Rea- 
ders then had Wives allowed, if the true reading had 
ftood, which mult be Leéfores—/uas uxores habentes — 
recipiant. But the Forgers have altered itin Bénias thus, 
—/five uxores habucrint; in Labbe thus, fine wxore, Orc. 
But the corrupters in both Editions have left this pat- 
fage fo abud, that it is neicher Grammar nor Senfe. 
The fourth Canon is double in Biniws; Labbe hath 
made it but one ; it orders That the Popes name {hall be 
vecited in the Gallican Offices. Now to make this Canon 
{eem more ancient, the Parafites had hoifted up this 
Council 200 year, even as high as Pope ‘fulins, where 
Binius thamelefly prints it: But Sirmondus proves there 
could be no fuch French Council at that time: And 
confidering the Forgers have been fo bufie with this 
Canon, I judge it very probable, that ic was made by 
a Council much later than this Age, only it is slat in 
1¢re 
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here very abruptly , to fapport an earlier Grandeur than 
the Popes at the time enjoyed; I am fure it feems 
unlikely, the Gallican Church fhould then pay this great 
relpec& to Rome. 3 

An. Doms30.  §.8. Pope Bonifizce the Second fucceeded Felix, but 

not by a clear Election, for another party chofe Djo- 

(n) Vit. Bom. foorvs who had been Legate to Hor/mida (nm); but he 

2. Bin: pag. | was either poyfoned or died naturally, within a Month, 

Ree and{o Boniface kept the Chair : His Malice however died 

a not with his Rival: For he called a Synod , and got 

him anathematized after his Death for Simony : Which 
crime Pope Agapetus a little after proved to be falfe, 
and the Sentence extorted from the Clergy by Boni- 
face’s malicious craft, So that the Sentence was revoked, 
(0) Vita 4ga-' and Diofcorus with his party abfolved (0). Another 
per Bin pag. Evidence of this Popes rafhnefs was a Decree made 
oe cli alfoin this Synod, Thar the Pope (hould name bis Succef- 
a £785. ‘ ° : 
for, which was not only againft the Canons, (which 
this Pope and his Council here*had violated,) but a- 
gainft an exprefs Law of the Gothick Princes; and 
therefore when this fallible Pope faw his Error, a little 
after he called another Synod and. revoked this De- 
cree, confefling himfelf, as Anafafius faith, Guilty of 
Treafon, in making the former Order; by which we 
may fee, in that Age it was Treafon for the Pope in 
Council to Repeal a: Royal Law. - Wherefore I won- 
der that Baronius fhould call that the wrefting a prefum- 

(p) Baron. An. tnons and ufurped power ont of the Goths hands (p), which 

3-pag-165. his poor Mafter owned to be Treafon. In fhort this 

14% Pope is only famous for his Errors and evil Deeds. 

But to make him look great, the Forgers have invent- 
ed an Epiftle for him, containing many vaunts of 
the Roman Churches greatnefs , and a pretended fub- 
miffion of the Church of Carthage, after a very long 
feparation from Rome, even fromthe time of Aure- 

(7) Ep.1.Bonif. dius (q). Now thoagh this came out of their own 

2. Bin. pag. Shop, it is fo grofs an untruth inthe main, ‘That Bini- 

644 - , wandail their later Writers reje& it: But bl : 
d COINK 
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think the Epiftle certainly Spurious, and’ this fubmif- 
fion forged ; yet itistrue, the African Churches (even 
while they did) own the Roman for.an Orthodox 
Church,) had for a long. time denied that ,ufurped 
jurifdi@ion of Appeals from thence to Rome , towhich 
fome Popes pretended, which had made them ftand 
at a diftance from the See of Rome: The Notes on 
this Epiftle havea: fallacious Argument however, te 
prove the African Church could,not fo long remain 
divided from the Roman; becaufe if fo, they could 
have notrue Martyrs all that time, fince the Fathers 
agree, That Crown is owly.due to thofe who fuffer in the 
Catholick. Church (r).. Lreply, this may be very true 5 (r) Not. in Ep. 
and yet. fince no Father ever faid that the particular 1; 3”. pag. 
Roman Church is the Catholick Church, a Chriftian &43° Co. 
: able « . Lab, 1686. 
may dye atrue Martyr if he die in the Communion 
of the Catholick Church, though he hold no Com- 
munion with the Roman Church, which was the cafe 
at. this time, or lately, of many Eaftern Churches. 
Another Forgery: out of the fame Mint treads on the 
heels of this, pretending to be a Copy of the Emperor 
Fuftin, and Fuftinian’s {ubmiflion to this Pope ; where- 
in they are made to own the Supremacy of Rome to 
the higheft pitch, and to. Curfe all.their Predeceffors 
and pucnelins who did not maintain that Churches 
Priviledges (s). But the cheat is fo apparent, the mat- . 
ter fo seeps and ridiculous, ad the date fo ab- Beets fe 
furd, that Baronius and both the Editors reje@ it; So that Lab.ibid. Baron 
I fhall only note, that a.true Do&rine could not need .4% 53°. & 
fo many Forgeries to fupport.it, and the intereft they P°© '°* 
ferve fhews who employed thefe Forgers. 
We have fpoken before.of Boniface’s two Roman 
Councils, one of them. revoking what the other de- 
creed : The third is only in Labbe, being a, glorious 
Pageant, dreft up by the fufpicious hand of.a late Li- 
brary-keeper to the Pope. But it amounts tono more 
than the introducing a poor Greek Bifhop or two, 
to enquire what was faidin the-Roman Records, and (¢) Concil. 
inthe Popes Letters of the Authoray of that Church (¢). 
| K So 


Lab, 1691. 


Rom: 3. Bony. 
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So that the Pope and his Countil: wére Judges and 
Witnefles in their own Caufe, and: therefore ‘their E- 
vidence is of no gréat'Credit:/And“tis very Ominous, ” 
that this Synod: is-dated in’ December, that ‘is, two 
Months after Boniface’s death,’ who is faid to‘have been 
tu) Not. Zac. prefentat all-its Seffions (#).’ "To cover which evident 
Holfein. Lab. mark of Forgery, Holstenius gives Baronins ‘and all other 
1923. Writers the Lye, about the time of Boviface’s dying and 
keeps him alive fome-time longer only to give color 
to this new-found Synod. | 
An. Dim 631» The Council of Toledo might bein Bonéface’s' time, 
but not under him: For the King of Spaiv,.( whom the 
Bifhops here call their Lord) called it, and it-was ‘held 
(w) Baron, in [ub Mantano (faith Baronius ) Gv), under Montanus the 
$31n.12. pag. Metropolitan, to whom the Council faith, Custom had. 
167. given that Authority (x): Wherefore he condemns Here- 
(x) Concil-Tol. ricks and exercifes all forts of jurifdiGtion belonging: 
= Bin. Pas+ to a Primate, without taking any notice of the Pope,. 
46.Lab.1734.. : 
or of any délegated Power from him. “Sothat proba- 
bly all thofé Epiftles which make Legatés in Spain about: 
this time, are forged. 


An. Dom. 332. § 9. ~“Foba the fecond of that: Name fucceeded  Boni- 
face, but Anaftafius and Baronius cannot-agree about the 
Date of -his Ele@tion or his Death ‘and Hol/tenius differs. 
from both; an Argument that this Pope made no great 
G) Vit. Joan, Figure (y): However, right or wrong we have divers. 
2.Binpag.650. of his Epiftles. Ba 
ColLab174l+ The firft to’ Valerivs faith Labbe) appears by many things 
to be fpurious ; it is ftollenout of the Bpiftles of Leo and 
(z) Ep. Fob I¢hacius, and dated'with wrong’Confuls(@). And I muft 
2 Bin. 651. ‘add, Scripture is fhamefully perverted by the Writer of 
at 1 Lab. aie Epiftlé; For he would prove that Chrift was not cre- 
bas ated'as to his Deity, *bur only as tohis Humanity, by 
Epbef: ivi2z4: and Glof-iti, ro'where St. Paul {peaks of 
putting on the New Man, which after God ws created in Rigk-. 
teou/nes and true Holinels, and wrenewed in Knowledge 
after the Image of him that created him: Hada Popewrit 
this, I would ‘have affrméd: he was no: Infallible 1 
preter. md ¢ 
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The next is an Epiftle of Fu/timiaw to this Pope, 
wherein) the “Eniperor:lisopretended: to: declare his 
Faith was conformable in~all chings to the,,Roman 
Church; and made to fay,' be had fubjetted, and united 
all the Churches of the Haft to the Pope, whos the Head of 
all the Holy Churches—— with much more {tuff of this 
kind (2). This Letrer is rejected by thedearned ; Hotjo- 
man, and many other «very great Lawyers, who Ba- 
ronius calls @ company of. Hereticks and Petty Foggers (4) ; 
Bue confutes their Arguments with falfe Reafoning 
and Forgeries, asi fhall fhew when I come to note 
bis Errors: 1 fhall now confine my) €lf.to proye-the 
greateft part of this Epiftle to: be /{purious.- For who 
can imagin Yu/tinian (who vindicated the Authority of 
his Patriarch at Constantinople as equal with Rome, and 
by an Authentick Law declares, that the Church of Con- 
{fantinople is the Head of all other Churches. ejss Xea; 
in the gertuine pare of this: Bpiftle,.calls his: Patriarch 
the Pope's Brother’) ‘That he, I fay, fhould here profefshe 
had fubje&ed all the Eaftern Churches to Rome? And 
how fhould‘he«( that differed from Pope Flormifda in 
his decifion of the ‘Queftion, - abenber, one Perfo of the 
Trinity fuffered: for ass acid made: Pope Fobn- now yield 
to his Opinion, and condenin ‘his Predecefflors, notion) 
declare he fabmitred' his Faith in all things to the Pope? 
But we need no'conjectures; for if the: Reader look a 
little further among: the:Epiftles of Agapetus (4), he 
will (@e-dne of theboldeftImpottures that: ever was 5 
PSr there’ FusFinian himself recites verbatim,» the. E- 
piftle which -he‘had writ to Pope ‘fobn, anid whatever 
is more ‘in this Letter fet out among Fobn’s pilties, 
than-there isin! that- which is owned by che Emperar, 
is an impudent Forgery, added by fome falle Corrup- 
rer‘to (ervé the Rotman Supremacy : Now by compa- 
ring thefe two Epiftles, it appears, the beginning and end 
of both are the fame, and may be genuine; but in nei- 
ther part is there'one word of this {fubjeGion, or the 
univerfal Supremacy’: And all that wretched Jargon 
comes in where’ it is corrupted, viz, From Ideog om- 


(2) Ep. Fuftin. 
ad foan. 2. Bit. 
pag.651. Cole 
2. Lab, 1742. 
(6) Baron. Atte 
534. m1s.pag. 
197. 


(c) Fuftin. Cod. 
lib. 1. tit. -2. 
de Sacrof. Ec- 
clef! Lad. 24.1 
pag. 10. : 


(d) Inter. Ep. 
Agap. Bin. pas: 
666. Col.2. 
Lab. 1789. 


fe) Baron. An. 


F33.N. 39. 
pag 1868. 


(fd Ep. Atha, 
Bin, pag.6§ 3. 


Col. 2. Lab, 


1478, 


(g) Epift. 3. 
Gohan. 2. Bin. 
pap. 6¢5.Col, 


a, 1 


Lab, 1752 


till “you come to thefe words 
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nes Sacerdotes univerfi orientalis tractus, & [ubjicere ——~ 
Petimus ergo vefttum 
paternum——> Which when the Readerhath well noted, 
he will admire, that thofeywho had the. cunning to 
‘corrupt’ a Princes Letter, by adding twice as much to 
it as he writ, fhould be fo filly to print the true Let- 
ter, within a° few Pages::But doubtlefs God infatu- 
ates fiich Corrupters,,and the Devil owes athameto 
Lyers. 

The next Epiftle from the Gothic King Athalariz, 
was probably writ foon after ‘Fobn’s Ele&ion, fince it 
mentions the Romans coming to that Prince, to beg 
leave to ‘chufe a Pope; and both 4thalaric and the 
Senate made Laws to prevent Sisony in the Election 
of the Pope, as well as other Bifhops: And which (Ba- 
vonius faith, ) was. more Ignominious, This Edi was 
Ingraven on a Marble Table, and hung up beforethe Court of 
St. Peters’ for all to.fee it Ce). But to.me itdeems more 
Ignominious, that the Letter fhews fome. of the late 
Candidates for the Papacy had facrilegioufly fold the 
holy Veffels to: buy Voices(f): Thefe no doubt were 
like to make hopeful Heads of the Univerfal Church. 
Baronins is angry at this Letter-and Edia&, and I fuppofe 
places’it falfly after the forged Epiftle of Fu/tinien had 
agerandized this Pope; but do what he can, the Kings 
reckoning him among other Patriarchs, and making 
Laws for Papal Elections, and: his giving him nohut- 
fing Titles, do clearly demonftrate that Popes then 
were not fo great asour Annalift would make them 
feem; and I wonder with what face he can fay, This 
Law was not againft the Clergy but the Lay-men, When 
the Law it jelf, and the occafion of it confutes 
him. 

The Third Epiftle may be genuine, wherein he 
doth well to fay, that according to the Decrees of bis Pre- 
deceffors , the Roman Church ever kept and followed the 
Dottrin of St. Auguitin (g) ; and if they had never fol- 
lowed any other Guide, there would not have been 


fo many. talfe Doétrins .brought into that Church: 
Howe- 
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However, the great impertinence of divers Scriptures 
here cited fhews this Pope to be no great Divine, and 
one of his proofs I doubt is forged ; for I cannot, 
in Exod. xxiv. or any other place find thefe words, You 
thall (ee your life banging on a Tree: Now to feign fuch 


nd 


a Prophefie muft be a horrid Sin, being literally ad- 


ding ta Gods word (b) , to which a grievous Curfe is (4) Revel, xxii; 


due. 

The Epiftle from Reparatus and his African Council 
to this Pope, is more likely to be true, becaufe thereis 
nothing of his Univerfal Supremacy in it: They call 
him Holy Brother and Fellow-Prief, nor do they expect 
Laws, but defire advice from him: Yea, they require 
him to exclude from his Communion fuch of the Afri- 


can Clergy,as came from them to Rome without leave (2); (i) Ep. Repar 
which fhews the African Church ftill oppofed Appeals Brn. pag. 656. 


to the Pope. 

The Firft Council under this Pope was called at 
Rome, wherein He decreed according to ‘fu/finian’s 
defire, That it might Orthodoxly be faid, One of the Tri- 
wity was crucified for us in the Flefh (&).. Now this De- 


cree puts Baronius and Binius to ftretch their Wits tO Rom. fab Zeb. 


{ave the Infallibiliry ; For Pope, Hormifda had betore 


judicially determined the quite contrary in a caufe of © 


Faith, wiz. That it could. not be Orthodoxly faid fo: So 
that thefe Parafires are to prove both parts of a con- 
tradi@ion true; and that two Popes who defined di- 
realy contrary to one another, were both in the 
right: Now here they fhuffile and palliate this matter, 
calling Pope Fobn’s difannulling Hermifda’s Decree, to 
be only a declaring his Opinion, how far this Sentence 
may, and how far it may not be held (/). But before, 
Baronius compares this Sentence with the Heretical Addi- 
tion to the Trifagion, and. tells us, tbe Popes Legates Cin 
Hlormiftla’s time) thought it was utterly to be rejected : 


And that the Eutychians were the Authors of it; yea, (m) Baron Ane 


be magnifies Hormilda fur condemning it (m). Yet Pope 
‘fobs fays, it is an Orthodox Sentence, though {til 
divers Monks at Rome did not believe him nor re- 
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ceiveit: But took Hormi/da to have been in the right, 
and fo far queftioned Fobn’s Infallidility that as(Liberatus 
notesy) They forfook his Communion (n)> and for my pare 
i cannot fee, but one of thefe Popes muft neceffarily 
be an Heretick. BS 

In this year they place a genuine Record of a con- 
ference at Conftantinople, between the Catholick and 
Severian Hereticks (0). But Binizs Notes own, this Con- 
erence was held before Fuftinian writ to Pope Fobn 
for his Opinion; and therefore it fhould have been 
placed before that PopesRoman Council, and is frau- 
dulently fet after, to make it feem as if the Eaf had fol- 
lowed Rome in this Decifion. Tothis Conference the 
Eaftern Bifhops were fummoned by the Emperor and 
their own chief Patriarch: And we may here obferve, 


_ Firft, That Hypatius Bifhop of Epbefus was Prolocutor, 


(p) Bin. pag. 
658.L4b.1764. 


(r) Biz. ibid, 
Lab, 1767. 


(s) Bin, ibid. 
Lab.1768, 


and is compared to St. Peter the Apoftle (p). Secondly, 
When they {peak of the Opinions of the Fathers, cited 
by Cyril in the Council ar Epbefus againtt Neferius, 
they reckon two Popes, Felix and Fulius, promifcu- 
oufly with the reft, giving them no precedence, no 
mark of 4pecial priviledge (q). ‘Thirdly, “They re- 


ject divers Epiftles, chat bore the names of Orthodox 


Fathers, pretended to be kept among the Records at 
Alexandria, as forged and corrupted’by their Hereti- 
cal Bithops; and fay, they muff be excufed from recei- 
ving their Enemies for Exidence (r). Which juft Rule, 
if the Romanifts allow us in our Difpures’ with them, 
the Controverfie would foon ‘be ended. Fourthly, Hy- 
patius truly afhrms, that the Eaftern and Weftern 
Churches were long time divided, about the manner 
of exprefling themfelves asto the Trinity ; the Orien- 
tals {ufpecing the Occidentals to be Sabellians, and 
thefe imagining thofe of the Zzf# were’ Arrians, till 
Athanafius at lait reconciled them by underftanding of 
both Tongues(s); which fhews that neither ‘fide pre- 
tended to Infallibility: And that Learning is the fitteft 
qualification for a Judge of Controverfies. Laftly, 
They fay, their Holy Mother tke Catholick and en 
Courch 
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Church of God, held it was Orthodox to fay, that one of 
the Trinity did [uffer for us inthe Flefh(z). Now this 
could. not be. meant of the Roman Church, where 
Hormifda’s contrary Definition was {till in force, nor 
do they name the Pope in all their Conference: So 
that Binius is miftaken in his Notion, that ‘Fuftinian 
contrived this Conference to unitethe Bifhops of the 
Eaft with Rome; for he took no notice of the late 
Popes Sentence, butdefigned this Conference to fetile 
the Truth; and for all the pretence of Union and 
Subje&tion in Hormifda's time, the Churches of the Ea/t 
and Weft were not united till after this; when Pope 
Fobn confented to their Definition, and owned that 
not his Predeceffor, but they were in the right. 


§.10. The time of Pope Agapetus entrance and 
death is not certainly known: <Axaftafius, and from 
him Dz Piz, allow him not one whole year: Baronius 
and Binius would have him fit longer (#), but can on- 
ly prove it by the dates of fome Epiftles which are 
not genuine. “Tis certain he was dead before Aday 5 36. 
when Menzas Council at ConStantinople met 5 where- 
fore he muft enter in the year 535. ‘The traeft ac- 
count of him isto be had in Liberatus, a Writer that 
knew him, Who faith, He was well skilled in the Ca- 
nons, and being [ent by the Gothick King, Theodatus, on az 
Embaffy to Jultinian, to divert his Army from Italy, be 
arrived at Con{tantinople, where he honourably received 
the Emperors Adeffenger, but would not admit Anthimius 
to bis Prefence: After this be fawthe Emperor, delivered: 
his Embaffy, which was. rejecked 3 However, ( as Chrifts 
Embaffador ) neither the. Princes nor the Empref. could pre- 
vail with him to communicate with the lately ordained Bifhop : 
of Conftantinople Anthimius, anlef be would prove bim- 
felf Orthodox; and return to the Church which be bad de- 
ferted: Upon this Anthimius refigned and went off, yet 
Still was under the Emperors Protettion: Yet Agapetus. by. 
the favour of the Prince confecrated Mennas Patriarch of 
Conftantinople,. and baving defigned. Pelazius his Deacon 
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to remain there as bis Refident, be prepared to return te 
Italy, bat dyed at Conftantinople (w). Molt of that 
which is added to this, is feigned by Anaftafius and 
the later Writers; except what another contemporary 
Caffiodorus writes of Agapetus, that he was fo poor, that 
the Sacred Plate of St. Peters Church was forced to be 
Pawned for Mony to defray the Charges of this Embalfy (x). 
But Anajtafius his Fictions about the Popes quarreling 
with ‘f#/fimian about his Faith, andthe Emperors hum- 
bling himélf, and adoring the Pope afterwards, have 
ho truth at all in them. No, nor thof@ Miracles 
Which Binixs notes, and Baronius pretended this Pope 
did in -hisJourney (y) 3 for they. have no other Eyi- 
dence for them than thofe fabulous Legends, Gregory's 
Dialogues and the Pratum Spirituale(z). And no Wri- 
ter of Credit,or that lived in thae Age,knew of any fuch 


Roman Martyrology, where Agaperas death is fer down 
right day of his dying : But I can hardly think he 
dyed fo long before Adennas Council, which was in 
May 536. and there he is {poken of as lately deceafed: 
I fhall only note, that Baronius blunders his own Ac- 
count wofully, by citing a Conftitution of fx/inian, 
directed to Anthimius as {till Bifhop of Con/tantinople, 
dated on the Ides of Auguft 536, Clong after Agapetus 
death: ) And upon this he Rails at Theodora and Fu- 
ffinian (a); and ’cis true, the Law is fo dated and titled 
in the Novels (4): But there muft be a faule either in 
the name of Anthimins, put inftead of Menna’s, or in 
the Confuls, becaufe the fame Emperor dire@s ano- 
ther Conftitution to Mensa, in the fame Month and 
the fame Year, and fome Copies read its date, 17 Kal. 
of Auguft 536. which is the 16 of Fuly (c): Where- 
fore the Annalift fhould be cautious, how he makes 
Characters of Princes, .on the uncertain Credit of thefe 
Dates. 


The 


Cent.6. from Roman Forgeries, Wc. 


The Copy of Fu/inian’s Letter to obs the Second, 
before ftuffed with Forgeties and undated, is here 
printed without the Additions, and dated in Fasuary 
faith Binias, in Fune faith Labbe, An. 533.(¢). And it 
aflures us, ‘fohn’s confirmation before related is {puri- 
ous, becaufe here it is offered again to be confirmed by 
Agapetus, the day before the Ides of March, An. 535: 
And this Popes Confirmation is dated at: Conjbantinople, 
four days after the Emperors Epiftle: But Anaftajius 
{xith, The Pope came not to Constantinople till the 10 
of the Kal. of May; and Fuftinian’s Letter fuppofes 
him then at Rome, and if fo; how could the Pope re- 
ceive and anfwer this Letrer in four days time? But 
if Agapetus were at Constantinople, what need the Em- 
peror write to him, or date his Letter from thae 
City? So that I fufpe& the Confirmation to be a 
Forgery, and Labbe Himlelf notes, Thefe things are not 
coherent (e) ; For which we have.a good reafon in 
Laéani ss, whofaith, Ea enim eff -mendaciorum natura 
ut coberere non poffunt (f). Yet ‘Binius is fo immodeft 
a3 to-ftretch this feigned Confirmation, to bea folemn 
confirming of all ‘fu/tinian’s Edits and Conttitutions 
in matters of Faith (g). Whereas thac Emperor fent 
the Conftitutions to thé Pope and other Patriarchs to 
be executed, not to be confirmed ; he only advifed with 
his Bithops about them, but his own Authority was 
enough to ratifie them. ~ 

To this is fubjoyned that naufeous Forgery called 
Exemplar precam, which hath been printed by the E- 
ditors four or five times over with variety of Titles, 
and here is ridiculoufly applied to Fuftinian (b). a 

The matter of Agapetus Second and Third Epiftle 
to the African Bifhops and Reparatus 1s not exceptuona- 
ble; forthe Pope calls them his moft lowing Brothers , 
and owns it wus not agreeable to the Canons to receive 
Clerks from Africk without their Letter 5 wherefore he 
would forbear it, as they had enjoyned: He confeffes 
alfo the Rights of a Metropolitan to be in the Bifhop 


of Carthage G). But there are fome fufpigions that 
Ll they 
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they are not genuine, for they fay they were fent by 
Liberatus: Now he had been at Rome a little before, 
and can {carce be fuppofed to be got backto Afric, 
and to return to Rome by the 5th of the Ides of Sep- 
tember: And which is worfe, (as Labbe truly obferves,) 
Liberatus himfelf who writes the Story of Agapetus , 
{peaks but of one Journey to Rome, and. fays nothing 
of this fecond: And befides ’tis dated Pojt. Conf. Pau- 
lini, which is wrong, unlefs they call Bedifarius his year 
by that name, which is As. 535. And then Agapetus 
was at Conftantinople: So that we may fear the For- 
gers, who would have it thought all the World ap- 
plied to Rome, have been at work here. However, if 
the third Letter be genuine, we learn from itthat dga- 
petus came into the Papacy in Winter ; for it feems 
Reparatushad writ to Pope ‘fohn; but while his Meflen- 
gers were ftaied by the Winter from Sailing, he heard 
in Afric of Agapetus his Election. Barons here af- 
firms, that the ‘Pope now fent Deeretal Letters to be 
publifhed in Africa, which are not extant (2): But l 
believe there never were any fuch Letters; for his ad- 
vice might be accepted there perhaps, but his Decre- 
tals then had no Authority in that Church. 

The Fourth Epiftle to Fuffinian is very. fufpicious, 
being dated: with no Confuls as the reft ufe to be ; it 
mentions alfo the Popes fendiag Legates on the Ides 
of Ogeber, which if it were An §34. he was not 
then Pope; if the next year, Agapetus mult then be at 
Conftantinople, (or, dead there the 12 of the Kal. of 
that Month, if the Roman Martyrology be true: ) 
Wherefore we need not be ftartled at that incredible 
paflage, That Juftinian bad elevated the Roman See by 
fuch Titles of Charity and Bounty, as exceeded their defires 
and bopes (1). For the Letter is not genuine; And I dare 
fay, the Parafites will not urge this, becaufe they think 
tis Jufticeynot Charity; and Right, not human Bounty, 
which gives Rome the higheft Titles; and we are of O- 
pinion, no Titles can exceed that Churches defires, 
though they may its deferts. 


Since 
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Since Binias fafpeats the 5th Epiftle, as dated before 
Agapetus was Pope, and Labbe faith, many things prove 
it falfe, and more than [ufpetted of impofture , as being 
Stolen out of Flormifda’s, and Leo's Letters, and naming 
Theodatus Conful, who never bore thas Office (m); We 
may without more ado rejeé it, only noting the For- 
ger refolved righe or wrong, to make the Pope the 
Mawil of all Hereticks. 

The two Epiftlesto C2/arins (fuppofing them genuine) 
are very frivolous, the 6rh being only to tell /him-thac 
Ecclefiaftical Goods muft not be alienated : Which he 


(m}Ep.5. Agap 
Btn. pag.668. 
col. 2. Labe 
17935 


knew beter than the Pope; and Symmachas had writ 


this to him above 30 Year before: And the 4¢4 Epiftle 
intimates that Coniumeliofas'a French Criminal: Bifhop, 
whofe Caufe was decided by Pope ‘fobn, hadrappealed 
again to Agapetus, which fhews a Papal Decree was not 
decifive: But either the Pope or this Letter hath had 
ill Luck, becaufe it contaifis in the decretal part, a flat 
contradiGion, both forbidding, and ‘allowing this Bi- 
fhop to fay Mafs (#); wherefore, if we do ‘not reject 
them, we may throw them by,as very incorifiderable, 
Once more the Editors abufe us with their old For- 
gery of Exemplar Precum, their Corrupt rule‘ of Faith, 
which cannot without the higheft impudence be: put 
upon Fu/inian' (0); and they confels here the Confuls 
are miftaken’a whole-year, yet they prefime to mend 
it, and obtrude ic for genuine + And Baronius would 
have us believe Fu/tivien did now repeat this profeffion 
of his Faith upon the falfeft and flighteft conjectures (p) 
tae can Deiltiagiridd. 8° Wetec eSNG Sut My oan. 28, 


SIL. The’ Council-of Constantinople about the dépofi- 
tion of Aathimins, and the Condemnation of: Severus 
and his followers, washeld, as Biwzus confefles, in the 
general Title, after gaperus his death } and as oft 
as- this ‘Council meritions~ hin, ke is called of happy 
Memory = "Yee in the: Fitle on che Top, Bruins faith Je 
was held tinder Agapetus and Mennas; which abfurdity 
of a Council being held pea dead Pops, moved Lab- 

2 be 


Ca) Ep. 6, & 7. 
Agap.Bin,pag. 


669.Lab1798. 
& 1801. 


(0) Bin, pag. 
670.col.1, Lab. 
1808. Se... 3 


( >) Baron. Ait. 
$36.0.13 page 
2.436" 


As,.Dom. 526. 
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(q) Bia. pag. bé to fay it was under Mennas (q).. The Hiftory of 
671.La2.Tom. ghis Council may be had from Dz-Pin (r). But the Re- 
(De pim  marks.on thofe things in it, which either condemn 
Reclef. Hit. the Errors, or favour of the Forgeries of Rome, are my 
Cent. 6. pag. bufinefs..: Wherefore, I will firlt. make fome general ob- 
130. fervations on the whole: Secondly, confider the depra- 
vations in the Adts.. Thirdly, examine the falfhoods 

in the Notes. 
Firft, This Council: was called to re-examine and 
confirm the Sentence of Pope Agaperus, andit confilted 
(s) Concil. (all but five) of Eaftern Bifhops (s), to whom: Fustini- 
Conk. Bin. p. | am fent:this Sentence for their Approbation,.. And Aga- 
eR), himfelf in a Letter writ a little before his death, 
oi defires the Eaftern Bifhops to fignifie tohim, That they 
(1) Ad.1. Bin. dtd.approwe of the judgment of the Apoftolical Seat (t); 
pag.687.Lab, Which fhews that neither the Emperor, the Pope, nor 
47: this Council did then take the Bifhop of Rome to be the 
fole nor higheft Judge. Secondly, Adennas the Patriarch 
was the Prefidént of this Council, and,fat above and be- 
fore thofe five Bifhops,, which the Annalift, and Anno- 
tator fay were the Legatesof -Agapetus, and the Repre- 
(z) Ib.Bin.pag. fentatives of the Roman Church (#). Thirdly, it is 
672. La’. 3. certain the Emperor ‘Fuftinian convened this Council 
Ae by his own fole Authority; for every Action owns They 
met by bis Pious Command , and that his care had gathered 
(i) Vids AG. 1. 161s: Holy- Syned together ( w )-- And it is as certain. that 
& alibi. Bix. he only could'and did confirm it; for Mennas the Pre- 
pg: 689,691, fident having heard the Synods Opinion, defires the Em- 
£96 & 71° peror may be acquainted with it, Because nothing ought 
a My wap 8 to be done in the Church without his Royal Confent, and Com- 
118. mand (x). And he finally did confirm their Decree by a {pe- 
(2) Bin. AGN. cigl: Edith, which. made. it valid (y). So that this Coun- 
pag. 703.Lab. ci] utterly confutes the Fopes-pretended right to con- 
(y) tia. Bim vene all Councils, for which in. this Age nothing but 
pag. 761.Las, Forged evidence is produced,... Fourthly,. Though Ba- 
263. ronius (%), and alfo. Bivins do affirm. that dgaperus did 
(x) Baron. 4. both depole Aarbimius, and -chule.Adennas, neither of 
436. Mm 32 them is true if they mean ‘the Pope did. it by his own 
m6:24°- Authority; for before, the Council , ‘Fu/tinian {es this 
yno 
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Synod often declares) did affift Agapetus, and made the 
Holy. Canons Authentic in depofing Anthimius (a). 
And -becaufe he thought it was fcarce yet Canonically a 
done, He gets the Sentence againft him confirmed by : ae ae 
this Council: As for Afennas, he was only confecrated 
by the Pope, who in his own Letter faith Mennas was 
elected by the favour of the Evaperor, and the confent of the 
chief Aden, the Monks and all Orthodox Chriftians (b)5 yea, B) Bie AG. j 
the Council declares the Emperor chofe him by the pag, 689:Lab. 
general fuffrage (c). Sothat thefé are falfe pretences 47. 
defigned to fet up a fingle Authority in the Pope, un- (¢) Ibid. Bin. 
Known tothat Age. pag, 677. Lal, 

Secondly, In the A&ts of this Council’ there are di- *™ 
vers inftances of the hand ofa Roman depraver: The 
Title of the Monks Petition, as Bizivs Margen faith, 
is not in the Greek (d); yet he hath it both in Greek and (4) Libel Mo= 
Latain (4); and fo hath Ladbe: But ic mult be theaddi- nach. Bim.page 
tion of a Later Hand, the Greek being the Original ; itis °7° “*"** 
full of great {welling Words applied to Agaperus alone ; 
But the Text fpeaksto more than one, Do not ye faffer, 

O ye moft bleffed (€) Which ye (Omott bleffed) de- (eMaxgerdrt> 
fending, receive ye our Petition (f), and generally ic runs 7s, Br. pag. 
in the pluralsnumber 3 So that it was addreffled to the 679: 47%-73- 
Pope with other Bifhops. The like corruption we U) eens 
meet with alfo in the Letter of the Eaftern Bifhops, = 
where the Title now is only to dgapetus ; but the Text 
fpeaks to more than one; yea, where the Greek is 
Mavsedruror and ‘Ayorame, The Latin Verfion of Rome 
changes it into Beatiffime, and SanGifime, adding Pa- 
ter (2).Which thews the Forgers Fingers have been here, (,) pia, pip 
The aforefaid Petition of the Monks, mentions an Image ¢3;, moat &. 
of Fu/tinian abufed by the Hereticks : The Greek calls it Lad. 38. &c. 

aty 78 dvbedas Oze cixdve |} The Image of that Servant of 

God (6), The Roman Verfion is wsaginem Dei vert: (bh) Bin. 679, 
"Phe Image of the true God: As if thefe Heriticks had Zed. 23. 
been Jcondclats’ before that conitroverfie. was heard of. 

In the Bifhops Letter the Greek reads ——~ ary fevelas © 
paxavinns wradyns, which fignifies by open force and fecret 
fraud: For Mayfarls is a Warlike Engine to batter 

, with... 


(a) AQi Bin, 


pag.677. Labs | 
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with G). The Tranflator dreains of A4anichcan Errors, 
which are nothing to the purpofehere. In the Epiftle 
of the Syrian Bifhopsto Fu/tinian, the Greek faith, The 


Pope deferved to follow the Emperors pious Footfteps, and fo 


- (k) Bin. pag. 


7.07 Label O66 


(1) AQ. v Bin. 


‘pag.721. Lab, 
Ist. 


(m) Vid. ibid. 


(x) Bim pag. 


908, Labio7. 


(0) Baron. Ait 
§36.n. 89. 
pag. 259. 

(p) Id. ibid, n. 
92. 


(9) Baron, An. 


$.36N.95.pag. 
26:0, 


(r) Td. 42.5 36, 
n.65.pag.254, 


(5) Ib. n. 106. 
pag. 263, 


Labbe reads it in the Latin: But in Binigs (for fear 
this fhould look mean) we have it Vefra pia veftigia 
digna facienti (hk). The Title of Hormifda’s Epiftle to 
Epipbanius is corrupted in Latin by the addition of 
thele words which are not in the Greek, wherein he de- 
legates to him the power of a Vicar of the Apoftolical Seat, 
in receiving Penitents (1): Which is contuted by the 
Epiftleit {elf, which fpeaks of the Church of Conftan- 
tinople, ot as tubjeéted, but united to the Roman; and 
doth not command, but defire Epipbanius to joyn his 
care and diligence to the Popes, asthey niow had one 
friendfhip, both in Faith and Communion; yea, Hor- 
mifda promifes to act by the fame meafures which he 
recommends to Epiphanius (m). Baronius hath another 
corruption of his own, in a Letter from the Monks of 
Fierufalem and Syria; for where they defire ‘FS ustinian 
to cut off all that do not communicate with the univerfal 
Church of God, and the Apoftolical Seat (n); He leaves 
Out the univerfal Church, and puts ts norbing but the Ax 
postolical Seat (0). Inthe fae page he cutsoff Means 
Title before the Sentence be pronounced, viz. MMen- 
nat, the most Fecly and Bleffed univer[al Arch-Bifhop and 
Patriarch faid(p): And he adds to the end of this Sen- 
tence, that-it was according to what Hormifda and Aga- 
petus had prefcribed (9); whereas this being the Senfe 
of the Synod, gave Authority to what the later of the(e 
Popes had done; and the former, Hormi/da,was dead he. 
fore this matter came into Quefion. And now I am 
upon the Account of this Council in Barowius, 1 will 
alfo note, that in citing an Author which faith Afeng ce 
obtained an Univerfal Bifhopric—-he adds, that #, of 
the Churches fubject to him (r). Yeta little after he will 
not allow that Paraphrafe when the fame words are 
applyed tothe Popes (s), which fhews his. unfaithfulnefs 
in adding, and his partiality in expounding, two ss 
i} 
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iliproperties in an Hiftorian——But to proceed with 
Binias and Labbe: In the 5th A& there is a Syod at 
Confrantinople held under fobs the Bifhop there Anno 
§ 18, wherein he is called Ao? Holy and moft-Bleffed Arch- 
Bifhop, Occumenical Patriarch, and Father of Fathers (t). 
Yet the Editors put firft in the Margen, and then into 
the Latin Text, under Hormifda, which words ate not 
in the Greek, and are abfurd, becaufe the two Churches 
were not yet reconciled (#): Which is plain, becaufe 
in the Acclamations they cry, Jet the Names of Euphemi- 
us and Macedonius be reffored to the Church: Which 
were two of their Orthodox Patriarchs and followers 
of Acacias, whofe Names had been ftruck out of the 
Dypticks by Heretical Princes, and ftood then condem- 
ned by Hormifda: And they cry again, Are our Syno- 
dical powers gon away to Rome? That is, muft we reject 
our Orthodox Patriarchs becaufé Rome cenfures them? 
But the Latin corrupt verfion reads, Syuodicg Romana 
modo wvaleant (vw); Which would alter the Senfe, 
and perfuade fuch as cannot look into the Greek, 
that Rome’s Decrees were valid at Constantinople ; 
whereas, they Decree contrary to the Pope. In 
the Epiftle from ‘fobs of Ferufalem, to the Patri- 
arch of Constantimople, the late Forgers have put in 
a Sentence to give fome colour to the Worfhip of 
the Bleffed Virgin, which fpoils the Senfe. The true 
reading is——; Do ye most holy pray for the fame things 
that we do, for it ws ihe common duty of Bifbops  ]] to 


(t) Ac&t.5. Bin. 


pag. 723,725. 


Lad.1$8,162. 


(wu) Bix pags 
7 4.3-LAb21 56 


i 


(w) Bin. pag. 
732.L00.18 2 


intercede for the peace of the Churches, aud the Emperors - 


Vittory, and long Life (x). Bat into this they thruft in 
a line or two———thus——v is the common Duty of 
Bishops; (And pray ye tothe Holy, Glorious Virgin Mary, 
the Mother of God with us) to intercede for the peace of 
the Churches which is a new Piece put into an old 
Garment fo foolifhly, that the Rent is very vifible. Fi- 
“nally, the fubfcriptions to the filth and laft Aé are cor- 
rupted: For whereas the Roman Deacons, Theophanes 
and Pelagius in all other Acts are placed after the Ea- 
{tern Bifhops, here they are {@c before them inthe La- 
1 


(x) Ep. Foban, 
Hierof, A. §. 
Bin, pag 734. 
Lab. 190.. 


aihiites r 
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(y) Adv. Bin. 
pag-7595Lab. 
2) §. 


(x) Contt. Fu- 


ftiu. Bin. pag. 


761. Lab.263. 
(a)_Authent 
col novel.Conit. 
42. cod. pag. 
77 


(2) Ep. Agap. 

AG. Bi7.pag. 
687. Lab. 47. 
(¢) Ib. Biu.pag. 
706. Lab.100. 


(d) Ep. Foan. 
Hierof. Act. v 
Bin. pag.7 3 4. 
Lab. 190. 

(e) Ep. Epi- 
phan. Tyr.A&. 
v. Bin. pag. 
736. Lab.19¢, 


The Church Hiftory cleard Part TV. 


tin Verfion (7). And whereas the -Editors téll us, 
that ‘Fujtinian’s Edict to confirm the. Decrees of this 
Council is depraved in the Title to Mennas(z); Icon- 
fels it is fo; but the Roman Paralites have depraved ic 
by cutting off all thofe Titles which the Novel here ci- 
ted by them gives him (2), viz. To Meunas the molt 
Holy, and moft Bleffed, and Occumenical Patriarch—All 
which the Editors of the Council leave out. 

To thef& Notes of the depraving thefé A@s we may 
add a few remarks on fome paflages that are genuine, 
but oppofe the late Notions of the Roman: Church. 
The Epiftle of Agapetus was not writ to Peter alone 
(as the Epiftle pretends) but tohim, and other Bifhops; 
whom the Pope calls in the firft Line, His beloved Bre- 
thrin ; and to Mennas there he givesthe Titles of Bro- 
ther,and fellow Bifhop (6). ‘The Syrian BifhopsEpiftleto 
Justinian, declares that Chrift isthe Head of the Chureh fp 
which Title the Pope had not yet claimed. In the E- 
piltle from Fobn of ‘Ferufalem,to the Patriarch of 
Conftantinople (where Leo is called Archbifhop and Patri- 
arch of Rome) we ,have this memorable Truth, T4Aat 
Chris who gave the power of binding and loofing to Peter 
the chief of the Apofles, gave it in general to the Epifcopal 
Order (42): Which confutes that Do@rine of all Bi- 
thops receiving this power fromthe Pope. The Bifhop 
of Zyre's Epifile to the Synod at Conftantinople, calls 
the See of Antioch which Severus the Heretick had inya- 
ded, The Throne of the Apoftolical Church of Antioch (e)s 
and makes one of his great crimes to be his admitting 
{trange Clerks Canonically deprived by their own Bi- 


' fhop, to officiate without the confent of fuch as.had fen- 


tenced them: A crime fo often committed by the Pépes, 
that thefe uncanonical precedents are produced to 
prove he hath a priviledge fo todo. The Sentence of 
Mennas againtt this Severus, and his Complices, recites 
That they had contemned the .Apoftolical fucceffion in the 
Church of Rome, which had condemned them, and fet at 
nought both the Patriarchal Throne of Conftantinople, and 
the Synod under it; Yea, andthe Apoftolical Succeffion, si 
the 
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the Lord and Saviour of all had fetled in thofe holy places: 
And above all, bad de{pifed the Sentence of the Oriental Dio- 
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cefs decreed against them(\). So that their greateft fault (f) sent.Men, 
was not the contemning the Popes Authority, and A- 3i.pag.758. 
poftolical Succeffion was fetled in other Churches Dy 7:7 49: 


Chrilt, aswell as inthatof Rome. Laftly, The Contti- 
tution of Fustinian is made on purpofe to give validity 
to the Sentence of the Pope‘and the Synod againft An- 
thimius and the Hereticks, declaring it was the cuftom 
for all preceding Orthodox Emperors, to confirm the 
Decreesof Councils; and it faysinthe conclufian, this 
Law was publifhed , that none might be ignorant of thofe 
things which the Bifhops had agreed on, and the Emperor 
had coufirmed(g). 


So that it is a fallacious Note of the (g)Conftit. 71/. 


Editors Margen to fay ; That it was the duty of Emperors poltAct. ve Birt 


to take care that the Decrees of the Fathers and the Pope 
evere executed. Which makes their Matter to be no more 
than their Servant and under Officer. 

+ I. the Notes on this Council are many Falfhoods, 
which may be difcovered by what is already obfer- 
ved. GOnly: we may confider fome few of them more 
particularly: As firft, He takes it upon Baronius his 


pag.761. 


L.ab.26 3. 


credit (b), that Agapetus lefe the Weftern Bifhops his (h) 8470. an. 


Legates, and that their Power continued after his 
deceafe; and thence boldly, but falfly affirms, Thar 
thefe Legates procured the Synod to meet , and that they 
condemned thefe Edereticks by the Authority of their deceafed 


Master, whole Legate alfo he feigns Adennas was (#) ; Not. Bin-pag. 


and in exprefs contradiétion to the Council , fre will 
have thefe Italian Bifhops to be Prefidents with AZen- 
nas (k); yet immediately calls him alone the Prefident 
of this Synod(/). Now all this is to impofe upon 
the Reader, as if nothing could be done without Pa- 
pal Authority: But we have proved that Fufinian 
called and confirmed this Council ; and Afennas prefi- 
ded folely in it: The 4és alfo take nonotice of thefe 
Weftern Bifhops having any Legantine power from 
Agapetus; and I fhall thew prefently, that before this 
Council rofe there was a new Pope chofen, who fhould 

M m have 
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have renewed ‘their Commiffion to make it valid, bute 
did not: So that they muft fuppofe the dead and the 
living Pope. to have fupream Authority both at once: 
Who can {wallow thefe grofs Fictions? Again, Avennas 
and the Council declare, That Pope followed the Canons 
in allowing Anthimius time to come in and Repent, and 
therefore they followed him (m); but Binius Notes turn 
this and fay , That Agapesus commanded the Synod to ufe 


(m) AG.4.Bin, 
pag.687. Lab, 
47. 


.(n) Not.Bin. this. mercy (n.): But it is very pleafant to hear Clodius 


pag.764.Col.z. accufe , and Binius complain of the Modern Greeks, 
oa for forging the Title of Occwmenical Patriarch, ap- 
(Mb.Binp.765 plied to John in his cm Council of Conftantinople (0). .. 
“74 ‘But the Latins are even, with them and far out-do - 
them, (if it were (0) for they (as we have feen have put 

in that ‘Title for dgepetus into the Latin when.it was 

not in the Greek, and have left it out before Adenuas 

name, though in the Code it be given him: So that: 

they cannot fairly complain; Yet after all,I can prove 

by authentic Records of this Age, That this Title of 
Occumenical Patriarch , was given to: the Patriarch of 

both old and new Rome; nor is this Council of ‘fobs 

corrupted by the modern Greeks, and Gregory is cer- 

tainly miftaken in faying it was not. ufed before his 

time: But the weakeft complaint of Forgery , and the 

worlt proof of it imaginable, is that of Barovius and 

Binius, who pretend the Greeks have fraudulently put 

. the names of Euphemius and Macedonius Bilhops of Con--. 
Bee frantinopley before Pope Leo’s(p); and the Annalift and 
arm Tom.7, Annotator fhew fhameful ignorance , in thinking to 
4ns18.n20. prove by the Liturgy. of St. Mark, that the Pope of 
pag.7. Rome was prayed for firft in all Churches: For though 
in that Office, God is: defired to preferve Their moft 

Holy and most Bleffed Pope, whons he dia fore-ordain , that 

his Holy Catholick and Apostolick Church {hould choofe by 

their common Suffrages, and alfo for their moft boly Bi- 

(PLit D.Marc. fhop (q). Yet this (being the Office uled in the whole 
Agel Alexandrian Patriarchate, ) muft be meant of the. 
Tom.2 pag. 35, lexandrian Patriarch, (who was called Pope ever fines 
Athanafins bis time, ) and. was. the Bithop, of thas 

Church 
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Church where thefe Prayers were made: To prove 
which and fhame this illiterate Expofition, I fhall pro- 
duce Fac.Goar, a rigid Papilt, the Editor of the Greek 
cuchologion; who thus {peaks, The Greeks never name 
the fapream Bifhop of all(he meaushim of Rome) in publick; 
wherefore Urban the Fourth defired of the Emperor Mich, 
Palzologus (A2.Dom.1263. thatis, 700 year after this, ) 
that im their facred Offices, the Popes name {hould be recited 
out of the Dypticks, with the other four Patriarchs , as the 


firft and chiefeft fign of their union with Rome: For 


which he Cites Nicetas, lib.s. (r). Here therefore is a 
proof, which proves only the miftakée of them that 
produce it: And for the Objection, it is a known Cu- 
ftom for all Churches, to name their own Patriarchs 
before thofe of other Churches; {0 that it is'no won- 
der, that at Conjtantinople Euphemius’s name fthould be 
placed before Leos,’ a Pee 

As‘ foon ‘as the Council’ under Atenas was ended, 
the Decrees were fent to Peter Patriarch of Ferulalens, 
who by the Command of the Emperor, called a Coun- 
cil there to confirm them (s). 

In this year Labbe places the. Synod of Auvergne, 
which met,as the Preface owns,by the precept of King 
Theodebert (t); there isno Pope mentioned in it : Binius 
places it in the year 541, under Vigilius, but Sirmondus 
proves he was miftaken. 


§.12. As foon as the news of Agapetus his death 
came to Rome, Liberatus faith, Sylverius was made 
Pope by Theodatus the Gothick King(a). <AnaStafius 
faith, ic was after one Month and 28 days vacancy (2); 
Which is very probable, being a fufficient time for the 
intelligence to come from Constantinople; and if we 
allow that Agapetus died about a Month before Aen- 
nas Council, this entrance of Sylverius will prove to 
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be while that Council fat. Baronius faw this, and fear- 
: ° } Beso! [oto tak ee eae ee ner kway 
ing it would ruin his invention of the Weftern Bi- 
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(r) Eucholeg. 


in not Fae. 
Goar. pag-t 44s 


(s) Concil. 
Hierof: Bret. 
pag. 766. 
Lab.275. 

(¢) Concil.: 
Auver. Bin. 
Tom.2.par.2e 
pag.31. 
Lab.col, 80 3: 
4n, Dom. 53 


(u) Liberat. 
Brey. Biu,page 
19l.cap.22. 
(w)Vit.Sylver. 
Bin.pag.7 70. 
Col, 1. Lab. 


287. 


octet ye eae Re Oe 
covet Mi wy soe 


(x) Baron. An. 
$36.42 3. 
pag.267., 


(y) Procop. de 


bel.Goth lib,1. 


pag.173- 


(z) Id. ibid. 
pag.181- 


(a) Baron. An. 
8.37.0-5. 
pag.269. 


(b) Procop, de 


bel.Goth.].2. 
P2g.232. 
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ftafius account, on whom (in many lefs probable Re- 
ports) he often relies; Yet he will not fix any other 
time,and fo leaves it uncertain ; only in general-he and 
Binius fay , he was elected in the end of this year; 
which cannot be; becaufe Agapetus certainly died in 
the Spring, and. it required no long time for the 
News tocome from Con(tantinople. As to this Sylvers- 
us, it is. certain from Liberatus, he was the Son of Pope 
Hormi(da;,; and Baronius with Binius only conjecture 
that he was lawfully begotten; they would prove it 
indeed by this Argument, That otherwife he would have 
been irregular, and the Roman Clergy would not have cho- 
fen. him: But they forget that his Election was not re- 
gular; For Theodatus was in hafte, and would-not fay 
for that, but forced the Roman Clergy to fubfcribe, 
Having got money of Sylverius, as their own Pontifi- 
cal relates.  Baronius calls this fear and vile. fubmit- 
fion of the Roman Clergy, their Clemency and a worthy 
Example(x); yet confefles this Pope deferved to be kept 
out: However, being got into the fandifying Chair, 
he magnifies him, but very unjultly ; for Procopius a 
creditable Author, who was foon after at Rome with 
Bellifarius, tells us, Sylverius fir (avore to keep the City 
of Rome for Vitiges the Gothichk King (y). And fo foon 
as Bellifarius came before it, he was the principal in- 
firument to perfuade the Romans, who had fworn 
with him, to deliver up that City (%): Baronius would 
conceal this Perjury, and therefore though he cite 
Procopius here, yet he faith no more than that Vitiges 
admonifhed the Pope‘and Senate , to keep faithful’ to 
the Goths(a), who indeed had been extreamly civil 
to the Roman Church; and though they were Ar- 
rians ,. yet (as their Enemy Procopius tells us, ) they bad 
fuch a reverence for the holy places, that they did not burt 
the Churches of St.Peter or St.Paul; yea, they gave liberty 
to the Catholick Priefts to ferve God im their own way (b). 
Which confutes the falfeé Reports of their Cruelty , in 
deftroying the Churches and Bodies of the Martyrs. 
at Rowe , mentioned in the Pontifical , and in Paulus 

Dia 60- 


~ 


Cent.6. from Roman Forgeries, We. 269 . 


Diaconus(c).. However Sylverius turned once more, as (¢)PaulDiac. 
Procepins faith, and was fufpedted by Bellifarius to have 1! '7-P:170- 
defigned to betray the City of Rome once more to the 

Goths , for which he depofed and banifhed him (d) ; (4)Procop.lib.1. 
and Marcellinws an Author of great credit, and of that P48-2¢9- 
time , faith, Sylverius fawoured Vitiges , and for that 

caufe Bellifariusdepofed him from his Bifhoprick (e). or apenas 
I know Liberatws (a mortal Enemy to Vigilias) would eee 
have this to be.a Calumny , invented by Theodora, and 
carried on by Vigiliws the fucceeding Pope, who 

had promifed Bellifarius two Hundred Crowns to 


get Sylverius ejected , and himfelf admitted (f) ; and Cf) Liberar, | 


Anaftafins with Paulus Diaconus follow his Account: Brev.cap.22. 
But the two. former Authors are in this cafe more {7P8'9" 
worthy of Credic; however this is certain, Belli/arius 
did depofe and banifh Sy/verius,and got Vigilius Elected, 
who fearing his Rival. fhould be reftored, got himat 
laftinto his Hands, and. barbaroufly caufed him to be 
{tarved to death. This is a fad Story of two Popes, 
Sylveriws uncanonically ele&ed, a Simoniack and a 
perjured Perfon; and Vigilius a favourer of Hereticks, 
one that is faid to-have hired falfe Witnefs, and to-have 
given Mony to make the See void, and at laft a Mur- 
therer. 

Which fhews , how little reafon there is. for Baronius - 
and the Notes, to make fuch a ftir which was the true 
Pope of thefe two. They will have Sylwerius to re- 
maify the rightful Pope while he lived , and fo Rail 
freely at Vigilivs as an Heretick , and Bloody Ufur- 
per(g). But they cannot prove this by any Evidence, (¢) Notisin 
but only by a manifeftly forged Epiftle of Sylverias, vit.Splver. 
And the contrary is very certain , becaufe the Empe- 3”-pag.771. 
ror , the Gallican Churches and all. did. own Vigilias wttiaie 
a 1 ; - ' 5 2 2.40.5 37e 
for the true Pope long before Sylverins his. death, n.18. pag.277% 
and he openly acted as fuch all that time. Where- 273. 
fore we muft reje&t that Dream of Baronius ,. who 
faith ( without any ground, ) that Vigilixs did Abdi- 
cate the Papacy for. fix days upon the death of his 
Competitor, and got himfelf new chofen; and this 
| purged. 


. . 
2 


(b)Ep.1.Sylver, 
Bin. pag.772. 
col.1.Lab.291. 


(i) Baron. Ax. 
$39. Te 4e 
pag.29 fe 


(L)Ep.2.Sy/. 
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purged him of all Crimes, and in a moment made 
him a. Saint and a rare Pope: He would force this 
Fiction out of Anaftafius, ( who in like Cafes he gene- 
rally defpifes, ) who only faith, the See was Void fix days, 
but plainly means after Sylverius was depofed; for he 
reckons Vigilius his time from thence , allotting him 
above 17 yearsand 6 Months; thatis, near two years 
more than Baronius allows. 

There are but two Epiftles afcribed to Sylwerins, and 
they are the only Evidence to prove himthe true Pope 
aiter he was Depofed ; yet it is certain both are Forg- 
ed. The firft charges Vigilins with Simony , yea, ex- 
communicates and deprives hint for ufarping the Pa- 
pacy; it is dated with the name of Ba/ilius , whereas 
Baronius and the Anmotator fay , there was no fuch 
Conful in his time (6). And Labbe faith , itis to be 
rejeted for the Barbarity of the Style, and other rea- 
fons, and concludes the miftake of the Confil, thews 
the bold ignorance of Mercator,the Author of this Im- 
pofture. Now obferve for the ingenuity and credit of 
Baronius, that this Epiftle not only ferves him to clear 
Sylverias from Simony,and to prove him the trite Pope, 
but he calls this odious Forgery, The Sword of the Spirit, 
the Word of God, aud the Exercife of that Power, which he 
had to Abfolve or Damn Eternally all People (i), which is 
no lels than Blafphemy. ° 

The Second Epiftle to Amator is fo grofs a Fi@ion, 
that both Baronius and Binius reject it, being contrary 
‘to the true Hiftory delivered by Liberatws, whom the 
Notes call the most faithful Writer of tha time (k): 


Einib.Lab.293 Labbe agrees with them that it is fptrious , and fhews 


that Mercator {tole it out of Gregory’s Epiftles , withing 
that the like cenfure which is paffed on this, were palfed upon 
many more of thefe Writings. But-the Letter of Amator 
to Sylverius, (which Labbe faith, Learned men fufped 
to be as falfe as the Popes anfwer to it,) Baroninus will 
have to be genuine ; and from this flight Forgery alone, 
he proves, That all the Catholick World groaned together, 
at the iguominies put upon the Bilhop of the vay 
~ Church 
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Church (1): A rare Hiftorian! Whofe Affertions and his (1) Baren. an, 
Evidence are both falfe. $39. ths. 

Binius places the Second Council of Orleance in this pikes os 
year, but Labbe from Sirmondus puts it three years 
fooner , Ax. §33..in the time of Pope Fobn the Se- 


° ; sd 70 ) c Nci ° 
cond (m); it was called , as the Preface {faith , by the ides cH 
Command of the King of France, and made’ very Bin.pag.973. 


good Canons, without Papal Advice or Authority. | col. 1. La6. 
iuius his Notes here blunder this and the following’ 1779. 

Council , and will keep King Clovw alive three year 

longer than Nature allowed him, to fupport a Fable of ee 

this Kings giving the Pope a Golden Crown, 4a, 5 14.(a) (# Notis ne 

whereas he died 4.511. (0). ra die ain 
The Third Council of Orleans, Binius {ets An. Re Hota’ th Cone 

But Labbe more truly places it here (p). However , it ci3.AunLal. 

takes no notice of any Pope, though Vigilixs about this 3°5- 

time is pretended to have writ to Ce/arius Bithop of Cae: 

Arles. This Synod made divers Canons for Difcipline ; neerans 

and by the fecond Canon it appears, they were zealous Tom 2.pag.2, 

for the Celibate of the Clergy: But the fourth fhews, Lad.295. 

that hitherto the Canons in this café had not been 

obeyed; and the ninth Canon Decrees, That if any 

Clerks having Wives or Concubines were ignorantly ordain- 

ed, they fhould mot be removed. 


§. 13. Vigilius was made Pope immediately after Syl- 41.Dom.337. 
verius was depofed, and while the Goths befieged Be/i- 
farius in. Rome,which was in this year: But. the Editors 
from Baronius write An. 54.0. upon this entrance * , to * Vita Figél. 
cover the Fable of his new Election, after the death of 2”. Tom 2..° 


. i s 2 ar.2 pag.t. 
Sylverias: But he muft come in in the year 537: For P22 P38 


t 
f : Lab.Tom.¢. 


Marcellinus places Vigilius his death An.§ 54. (9), which pag.306. 

makes up the 17 years andodd time that duaftafius truly (q) Marcellin 
allots Vigilius ; whofe Succeflor Pelagius entred,as Baro- Chron. P.C. 
wivs and the Editorsown, dn. 555, which is but 1s Bafa: 3. 
whole year from that year $40, in which (they fay) P°8*” 

he entred; and from which they falfly compute his ~ 
time, who writ Letters dated Az. 538, and aéed in 
Hl thi ole true Pope, from the time Sylve- 
risks 
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rius was depoled ; which was according to AnajPafiuss 
(r) Vita Sylver. after he had fat one year and five Months(r); and he 
ut fupra. followed Writers of undoubted credit, that is, Adar- 
cellinus, who places his depofition and Vigilius his en- 
(s) Marcelle “trance An. 537 (s); fo doth Genebrard(t) , who with 
ese Sih Platina allow Sylverius only fome odd time above one 
N3pap.464. year, in which all Writers before Baronius agree, His 
i invention therefore it was to afcribe above 4 years to 
(a)Baron. dt. Sylverius(u), that this falfe Chronolegy might cover 
5 4Pa.3- his devifable, of a new Election of Vigilius , An. 540. 
Foe TC ks which we juftly rejeét as an idle Fable, invented to 
fave the Honour of the Roman Chair: Yet it is well 
Baronius did not think Vigilius the true Pope all this 
time, for by that means we have his true Charadter, 
who, he faith, was driven on with the Whirlwind of Am- 
bition, and like Lucifer fell from Heaven, that his Sae 
criledge cried out on every fidem—he calls him a Schifma- 
tick, a Simoniack, an Ufurper, a wretched Man, an Here- 
(w)Baron: An. tick, a Wolf, a Thief, a falfe Bifhop, and an Antichrist (w); 
$38.n.1,19 aggravating his Crimes with all his Rhetorick , where- 
20 P.277.278-in he rather exceeds the Bounds of Modefty than of 
Truth; for he really was extreamly wicked , and be- 
yond the power of the fan&ifying Chair ic felf, to 
make him Holy. We have fo fully defcribed the A@s 
of this Pope , and all the falfe Stories about him in 
the following Hiftory of the Fifth General Council, 
that we may here pafs him by, with a few brief Re- 

marks. 
Firlt, Léberatus aflures us, Vigilius did make good his 
promife to Theodora the Emprefs , and communicated 
(x) Liberot. with Hereticks (x). Anaftafius, a later Author of no 
Brev.cap.22* credit denies this, and Binius is fo fond of this Pope- 
Bin. pag.392- excufing Fiction , that he puts into the Text thefe 
words, See how Vigilius (though he came by evil means 
into the Papacy,) as foo as he gos into that holy Chair efta- 
blifhed by Gods Promife, was changed into another Man, 
(7) Vita Vigi’. condemning the Herefie be had promifed to approve (y). 
ap.Bin. & Lab. Which falfe and foolifh Parenthefis Labbe was afhamed 

ur {apra. of, and leaves it out. 


Secondly, 
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Secondly, There are very many idle Stories in 4- 
waftafius his tife of this Pope, fome of which I will 
briefly recite, the bare relation of them being enough 
to difprove them, wiz. That when the People of Rime 
had accufed Vigilins for a Murderer, and got the Em- 
prefs to fend for him Prifoner to ConStantinople 5 the 
4somans as he was. going off, firft defired his Prayers, 
and then threw Stones at him —~ That though he was 
brought Prifoner to Fuftinian, yet the Emperor met 
and killed him, and the People fang that Hymn —= 
Behold the Lord the King cometh, Gre. Which being 
applied to the Pope is Blafphemy, and fo the Editors 
and Baronius counted it, as did alfo Pope Simplicius, 
when the Heretical Bifhop of Alexandria entring into 
Constantinople , permitted his Party to fing the words 
of an Hymn only due to Christ (xz). The reft thall be 
obferved in the Hiftory of the 5+ Council, where 
we may find alfo the Blunders, Fi@ions and Contra- 
dictions of the Notes expofed, and fo will mention 
but few of them here (2), viz. That Vigilius cunningly 
Abdicated the Papacy after the death of Sy/wverius, 
and got himfelf new-eleéted by the Roman Clergy, 
who were divinely infpired in that a&. That Vigi- 
lius was a Catholick, and only polluted by communi- 
cating with Hereticks, Cwhich was a_ horrid Crime 
formerly -in Acacius. ) That Beli(arius was denieda 
Triumph at Conffantinople, for his ill ufage of the 
Pope.——— That Vigilius Anathematized the Emprefs 
Theodora, and that God thereupon deftroyed her. 
That the Roman Church is fo fecured by Providence, 
that it isno blot to it, if we can prove this Pope Si- 
moniacal and Heretical —— (I ask by the way, why 
then do they tell fo many Lies to cover this? )——-— 
That the Eaftern Bifhops depended upon Vigilius his 
Judgment, and ftayed till he came to Conftantinople, 
before they would fubfcribe the Edi@ againft the 
three Chapters. That ‘Fuftimian after his coming 
revoked this Edi@.—That the Pope finally confirmed 
the 5¢2 Council, —— And ee That it was Sacriledge 

n in 
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(z) Bin. Tom. 
2. par. 1. pag. 
436.Lab,107 16 
& Baron. An. 
476. pag. 318, 
(4)Notisin Vit, 
Vigil. Bin. pag, 
2, Lab. 308. 
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in the Emperour, to prefume to depofé or confirm a 
Pope. All which we fhall fhew to be notorius 
Falfhoods. 

The firft Epiftle of Vigilius is writ to three notori- 
ous Hereticks, wherein he affures them he holds the 
(b) Vigil. Ep.1. tame Faith with them (6); and is fo heretical, thae 
Bin. pag.3, the Editors are afhamed of it, and print only the 
Lab. 311. beginning of it, pretending from Baronias that fome 
(c) Baron. 4m. Eutychian writ it in his name (¢). But the Rea- 
$38. n.15.pag. der will remember, that the Annalift always cone- 
tba demns genuine Writings, if they reflect on the Pope, 

and juftifies Forgeries, if they magnifie him; of which 
this is another clear inftance ; for Liberatws who was 
alittle before. called the most faithful Writer of his time, 
(d) Liberat. hath this Epiftle at large, and affirms Vigiliws writ it (d). 
Brev. cap.22. Yea, Victor Tuennenfis hath recorded it as this Popes al- 
a Bere '9>- moft in the fame fyllables in his Chronicle!(e), who is 
ai Chuck, pie another Credible Writer of that Age. And both thefe 
1 1a Africans did ever after look on Vigiliws as an Heretick 
Mh for this, and fo he was, but fecretly for fear of Fujti- 
he nian. 
La To whom about this time Vigiliw openly writ an Or- 
thodox Letter, though Baronivs and the Editors place it 
Anno §40. and call it his 4rh Epiftle, pretending ie 
Was writ after: Baronius his invented new-election, and 
| (f) Ep.a, Pigil when the Holy Chair had fet him right in Faith (f). 
i pa Vig. B eafon why I judge it writ dno 538 foon alt 
ie ad Jufin. Bin, But my reafon why I judge it writ Anno $38 foon after 
: pag. 5. Lab, his entrance,is becaufe it was cuftomary for a new Pope 
3.15: to write to the Emperor, and give an Account of his 
Faith ; and fince Vigilive had been:advanced by Fafinian, 
itis not at all likely he fhould ftay almoft three years 
before he fent an Embafly to enquire if he were Ortho- 
dox ; and thisEpiftle having no Date they have clapt to 
it, another to Menzas, witha Date that {mells of For- 
| | gery, becaufe the Emperors Embaffador is. made to fub- 
Sa) icribe tothe Popes Letter Anno 540, which is a thing 
| | fo unufual,that either Fuftinian highly fulpected Vigilius, 
(g) Ep.s.vigil, OF this Poft{cript isadded by Adercator (g). However 
AE Bin.pag. 6. it being certain that Vegélius had writ privately to dz- 
— ee Lab. 318. j : x thimius 
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thimius, Severus and Theodofius, that he was of the &me 
Faith with them, and it being alfo probable that he 
writ thefe open Letters to Fuftinian and Mennas at 
the fame time wherein he anathematizes thofe three 
Hereticks by name, and profefles himfelf Orthodox, 
this proves him a moft egregious Hypocrite and Dif. 
fembler in points of Faith. I fhall only briefly note 
on this fourth Epiftle, that Vigilias reckning up the 
names of his immediate Predeceflors, names not Sylve- 
yius among them, which feems to intimate he was then 
alive: And Secondly, if Adercator did not thruftin that 
Sentence, That to difurb, or diminilh the Priviledges of 
the Apoftolical Seat, appeared as bad as violating the Faith: 
If this ( fay,) benot a latter Addition, we may infer, 
That Vigilius was more concerned for the power of his 
See, than for the Faith. 

That which the Editors call the Second Epiftle, 
was writ to one Eutherius Anno 538: And though they 
and Baronius fay he was then no true Pope(d); yet 
the Collectors of the Decretal Epiftles did not think 
fo, for they have put this among the Decretals of 
true Popes. Du Pin hath well obferved, that the latter 
part of this Epiftle is forged by Mercator, where Vi- 
gilius is luppofed fo ignorant of Greek, (after he had 
lived long in Greece, ) as to derive Cephas, ( the name 
of St. Peter ) from Kegaai, an Head. And in this cor- 
rupt parcis that abfurd Sentence,=—= That no true Be- 
liever was ignorant, that all Churches had their begin- 
ning from Rome: Which though a Forgery, ferves the 
Editors to note upon in the Margen, The Church of 
Rome is the Mother and Mistref of all Churches: OF 
which they have no better evidence than fuch Trath, 
and fo muft be content with fuch as they have. 

The Third Epiftle to Cefarias Bifhop of Arles, was 
writ-inthe fame year; and proves that Vigilius was 
taken for the true Pope, as well by this eminent Fa- 
ther (2), as by Exrherius, Anno 538. 


(2) Ep.2. Migil, 
Bin. pag: 3. 
Lab, 318. 


(i} Ep.3. Higil 
Bin.pag.4. Col. 
ae Lab, 3 T4. 
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The Sixth, Seventh and Eighth Epiftles are writ to 
Auxanins Succeflor to Cefarius,and thew Vigilius wasthen 
fo much at the Emperors devotion , that he durft not 
grant a Pall to a French Bifhop without the leave of 


(k) Ex6. Vigil, fuftinian (k) ; and when he had (above a year after) 


Bin, pag.7. col. 


1. Lab. 319. 


got this leave, he tells Auxanius he was: obliged to pray 
for the Emperor and the Emprefs, who had given their 


(!) Ep.7. Vigil. confent (1). Now if Theodora were fo great a Friend 


Bin. ib, Lab, 
3 20 


to Hereticks as Baronius pretends, ’tis plain, Vigilius 
then was a Favourite of hers, which makes him ftill 
{ufpeéted to be inclined ro Herefie : But there is’one 
miftake in this Epiftle, wiz, That his Predeceflor had 
granted a Pall to Cefarias, which De Marca faith is- 


falfe, and affirms this Asxainas.co have beet the firft 


4n Dow.§ 46. 


(om) Titul. E- 
dict. ap. Biz. 
pag. 8. col. 2, 
Lab. 323. 

(n) EdiQam 
vide Bin. pag. 
¥s51. 140.638. 


Legate the Pope made in Fraxce: A hopetul*High- 
Prieft to begin that Ufurpation upon Metropoli- 
tans. , 

In this year was that Edi@ put out, which condem- 
ned the three Chapters; and here the Editors call ir, 
The Edict of the most pious Emperer Jultinian, containing a 
Confeffion of Faith, and a Confutation of the Herefies, that 
are contrary to the Catholick Church of God(m). But for 
fear Vigilins and his Party might appear Heretical for 
oppofing this Orthodox Edi&, the Editors will not 
print ichere, but thruft icon fome hundred Pages fur- 
ther (#). And putin here their fale Comment before 
the Text, hoping by the tham Stories in thefé Notes, 
to take off the Readers averfation to this “Hérétical 
Pope: But fince all the Errors of thefe Notes are 
confuted at large in the Hiftory of the Fifth Coun- 
cil, I will only name a few of them now, viz. That 
Pelagius the Popes Secretary always oppofed this Edi@, 
is falfe, for he afterwards fubfcribed it. He faith 
Vigilins, Pontianus ( whole Letter is here printed) and 
Facundus, who writ again{t this Edi@, were Orthodox. 
— But the Fifth Council condemns all for Hereticks, 
who wrote for the three Chapters here cenfured ; and 
none but Heretical Writers could take upon them to 
confute an Orthodox Confeffion of Faith: The De- 
cree 


Cent.6. from Roman Forgeries, tc. 277 ih 


cree of Vigilius for filence, with his prudence and ne 
courage, are all Fictions, as fhall be thewn in due | 
place. 

Vigilias had now been near “three years at Conffan- 
tinople, and carried fair with Fuftinian, fo that doubt- 
lefs he had figned his Edi&, which condemned the 
perfons of Theodorus, Theodoret and Ibas, and their He- 
retical Writings 5 yet here is an Epiftle of his to a Scy- 
thian Bifhop, citing his Conftitution ( which defends me 
thef2 three Chapters, ) and wifhes the perfons of Theo- ay 
dorus, Gvc. might not be condemned, as fome favourers ns 
of Herefie defired : Yet inthe fame Epiftle (0) he faith, (0)Ep.1204gil- HE 
he had Sufpended his two Deacons for defending. the Bim. pag. 10. ae 
three-Ghapters,and would fhortly Excommunicate them: ©o. 2. £28 
Now what the Notes on this Epiftle fay, That both the 557° ‘i 
Oppofers-and Defenders of the three Chapters hated Vigili- ; 
us (p),is no wonder, for he was falfe co all Parties, and (5) Not. in Ep, 
fuch trimming Sycophants, who-ftrive.to pleafé all, get 12. Bin. pag. 
the favour of no body. 11. Col. 2. 

The Fifteenth Epiftle to the Univerfal Church, Ba- 41. Dom, ¢¢1- 
vonius and the Editorsdo not cenfure ; but it is a meer 
Forgery, being falfly dated (as they own) .in the 26 
of Fuftinian 552, they alter itto 551. Bixius found buc 
part of it in Baronius, fo prints no more: But. Labbe. 
adds a great deal more, not faying where he had 
it (q): Asto the matter of it, the Story of this Popes (4) Epit. 15. 
fufferings at Con/tantimople is falfe and improbable, not /igil. Bin. pag. 
attefted by any credible Writer of that time: And 1!.c 2. L2?. 
whereas he faith; he had Excommunicated and Depo- **” 
fed Theodorus Bifhop of Cefarea, and Sufpended Mennas 
Patriarch of Conftantimople, that miuft be falfe, becaufe 
the Popes Legates inthe fixth General Council affirm, 
that Mennas died the r1/t year of Juftinian, (four year 
before the Date of this Letter,) An.5447 (r). Wherefore (*) Concil. 6 
this Epiftle and the Inftrument of Condemnation a- pen. gin. Tom., 
gainft Theodorus and Mennas are Forgeries (5): And it 2 par.s.pag 21. 
is very unjuft, for Baronixs and the Annotator on (+! Damnatio 
the credit of fuch ftuf fo rudely torail at Suffinian, Mer &e.Bin. 


° e F e } mie e ol ° 
as if he were the vileft Heretick and greateft Mon- P'S a 
{ 4 Le | i) 
: {ter 


dn. Dowi.§ $03 


ose: picieh ae P 
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(t) Not. in Ep. 
15, Bim pag. 
13. 04%. 337. 
(«) Liberat; 

Brev.cap, 24. 


(w) Baron. An. 
5520 n.f5.pag. 
388, 


(x) Ap, Lab. 
333s 


The Church Hiftory clear'd, Parc IV. 


iter upon Earth. There are many other things if 
thefe Notes deferving cenfure (+), viz. The afirming 
that Theodorus of Cefaria depoted Zoilus of Alexandria, 
and putin Apollinaris; whereas Liberatus exprefly faith, 
the Emperor did this («): The Stories of Fufinian’s re- 
voking his Ediét, and of Theodorus and Mennas humble 
fubmiflion delivered in writing to Vigilizs, and of his 
abfolving them, are equally falfé and moft improbable, 
fo that icarce any thing herecan be trufted. Were this 
Epiltle genuine I would have obferved, that Pope Vigis 
lus here faith, he knew Fuftinian’s Hand-writing (w): 
And that utterly confutes Baronius and Suidas, who fay, 
he, was altogether iWiterate. I would alfo note, That 
the. Pope here affirms, (4z..5 51.) be had been feven year 
out of bis Country,attending for the Peace of the Church(x): 
Now if this be true, he mult leave Rome An. 544, that 
is, three years before Baromius his Account; and this ° 
will alfo. prove fome of his Epiftles to Auxamius counter- 
feit, being dated from Rome after that time. But after 
all, E reckon this falfe account of the Pope’s Journey, to 
be a fign that this Epiftle is a Forgery; only thofe who 
count ic genuine ought to folve thefe difficulties. 
There.is nothing. more in our. Editors vere remarka- 


ble, but only fome few French Councils, called by their 


own Kings, and the,Canons in them made. by their 
own Bifhops, without any notice of Papal Authority, 
and fo without any Corruptions. Wherefore we pafs 
them, and go on to the Fifth General Council, where 
Vigilins will be brought on the Stage again. 


An Epitome of Dr. Crakenthorp’s 22 ton. 


422, 429. Col 


Treatife of the Fifth General? 
Council at Conftantinople, Anno 
5 5 3- 


HE occafion of this Council, 
was the Tria Capitula, or three 
‘ Chapters about'the Writings of 

 ULbeodorus of Mop/vestia, Theo-~ 


Chap. i. 


{tle of Ibas to Maris, which the 

Neftorians pretended was all approved by the Council 

of Chalcedon; whereupon fome doubted of the Authori- 

ty of that Holy Council, and the feveral Seats ( called 

from their having noone Head, Acephali) reje&ed it: So 

that to appeafe .this -dangerous Schifm, Fustinian fet 
forth an Orthodox Edié& (2) to condemn thofe Wri- (a) Bin. Tom: 
tings ; And that not fatisfying all Parties, he aflembled i. par. 2. pag. 
this Fifth General Council. ‘c : 151.Lab.Tom, 

V. pag. 683. 
Chap. ii. Pope Vigilius was then at Conftantinople, and 


often defired by the Bifhops, and commanded by the (Bek Colas 


ts q ° 47> 8 49. a.& 
Emperor to be prefent (6): Baronius falfly faith, they col; 2. sr. a 


bad no regard to bim(c); yet he afterwards owns twenty (c) Baron, An. 
Metropolitans, and three Patriarchs invited him to 553- pag: 399: 
come, and offered him the Prefidency (d),. urging * 3! 

« ° ° 3 = =e ‘ (2) Id. n. 34. 
him with a Promife under his Hand to to be there (¢): ehatic > 
Vigilins firlt pretended to be Sick, fo they adjourned 5 1 AsLiabe 43 0» 


the 


doret againftt Cyril, and the Epi- . 


SPR Pie 
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the firit Seffion, on his faying he would fatisfie them next 
(f) Bin. col. 1.day (f). Then he alledged there were but few Weftern 
49: 4 Bifhops; but they fhewed there were more with him at 

that time, than had been in all the four former Great 
(g) Bin. col.2. Councils (¢). He pretended alfo, he would offer his 
D lee: neti: Senfe to the Emperor alone (4) ; but the Emperor re- 
ata ae ‘quired him to do it to the Council @): So that the true 
(1) Bin.col. 1. Tealon why be would not be theres was, his Affection to 
47.b. Lab.422.the Nefkorians and the tlree Chapters. 


Chap. iii. Upon this the Council refolves to proceed 

(k) Bin. col.2. without him (2); which Cufanus faith, ‘ought to be 
52. b.L00-434. done for the fafety of the Church, when the Pope is 
(/) Cufan de yefolved not to come (/); and herein they follow the 
veges Cath. Fyample of the Council of Chalcedon, who proceeded 
(Gone Chal, Without the Popes Legates, when they would not ftay 
A&. 16. Bin, and join with them (~). Wherefore in the third Colla- 
Tom. ii. pag. tion this +4 Council declared the true Faith, and in the 
334.Lab.Tom 4+) and 5th examine the Caufe’ of Theodorus and Theo- 
Mec im, Goree: On the. fifth, day (faith Baronius,) Pope Vigilius 
phe at, & fent his Conftitution to the Council (#), being made 
42. by the advice of 16 Bifhops and 3 Deacons, and de- 
figned to oblige the whole Church, the Weltern agree- 

(0) Ibidn. 47,8 ing with him in it (0), atid delivered by <Apofolical 
An. $47.0.39+ Authority (p}: Wherein he confirms the three Chapters, 
(2M SiN een declaring 1, ‘That Theodorus of Afop/veftia cannot be 
ae Pag: " condemned after-his death (4). aly, That Theodoret’s 
(q) Bin.2s.Lab, name fhould not be taxed (r). 34, ‘Tihat Jbas Epiftle to 
3 66. Maris was Catholick,\and both he and that Epiftle re- 
(7) Bin. ib Lab. ceived by the Council of Chalcedon as Catholick and Or- 
here ézap, thodox (s). But Binius cuts off the five laft Columns 
sy “ee (which are added by Baronius and Labbe, ) and which 


thew how fully Vigili#s confirmed all the three Chapters 


Chap. iv. 


The Wied of the Fifth Councif. 28: 


Chap. iv. Inthe 64 Collation the Council having 
received this Conftitution, do notwithftanding go on 
to examine Ibas Epiftle (+): And wonder any dare (+) Bin.88.Lad. 
prefume to fay , ic was received by the Council of 509 
Chalcedon (4); Which Baronius owns was levelled at (u) Ibid. 
Vigilias, though out of re{fpect he be not named (2). (5) Baron-An. 
And after a ftri@ Examination, They pronounce, that 553. n. 212. 
the approvers of this Epiftle are Followers of Theodo- 
rus and Nefforiss the Hereticks ; They thew the Coun- 
cil at Chalcedon, owns God-was made Man, which this 
Epiltle calls Apvllinari(m ; That Council confeffes Mary 
to be the Mother of God, the E piftle denies it ; They 
commend the Council of Eple/as, and Cyril’s twelve 
Chapters condemning Nefforius; Ibas condemns the 
Council of Ephefus, defends Neftorius, and calls Cyril 
an Heretick, and his 12 Chapters impious : They ftuck 
to Cyril’s Faith and the Nicene Creed, he condemns 
Cyril's Faith, and commends Theodorus his Creed : 
they held two Natures,but one Perfon in Chrift ; He is 
fortwo Perfons alfo (x): Whereupon this 5th Council (x) In fine Col. 
Decree the whole Epiftleto be Heretical, and Anathe- ©. 8m. pag. 
imatize all as Hereticks who receive it (y). And for OR PACES gs 
this reafon Binius leaves out of his Edition. the moft of 27.04 
that pare of Vigilins?s Conftitution, which concerns Iba 
his Epiltle: And Baronius (who puts it in) ‘with the 
Nestorians, would excufe it by faying the latter part of 
this Epiftle is Orthodox ; Bue the Council condemns () Col. 6, in 
the whole Epiftle (z), and all that fay any pare of it fine. : 
isright (4)5 and all that write fori¢ or defend jt (b).(2 oN 
So that Pope Vigilius, Baronius, Bellarmine and all the? Bet abe 
Writers for this Heretical Epiftle, were and. are accur- (6) Col.8. Biz. 
fed by the Sentence of this General Council : And if (as pag. 115.20. 
Baronius pretends) the Popes Legates at Chalcedon, fay , 56°: | 
that Ibe appeared a Catholick by this Epistle (c); the ©) ® ightre 
sth Council fhews the Fathers at Chalcedon condemned CNet bake 
it, not heeding what two or three {aid (d). Baronins Urges, 104. Labs 48, 
(as the Neftorians did,) that Eunomius faid at Chalce-(e) Baron. ut 
don, the latter end of Ibas Epistle was Orthodox (e); but fpr: 


the 574 Council faith, this ie Calumny (f), and ; f) ne 
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_ cite the very words of Eunomius out of the Council at 
Chalcedon; whichimport thatJbas was innocent, after 
he had agreed with Cyril and: renounced his Epiftle, 
which he had: done in the Ads ‘before Photias and Eu- 

(g) Ibid. Stathius (g). ‘The 7th Collation of this 5+2 Council, 
(h)Col.7.Biz, was only repeating and approving former A@s (4). In 
104. Lab.549. the 8th Collation, Barenius owns this Council condem- 
(4) Baron. An. ned the three Chapters contrary to Vigilius Decree (4), 
$53.0.219- and Anathematize all that did defend them (&), that 
(k) Col. 8. Bin. «| V pots ait B ¢ ai detaeng eae 
Re ra. is, Vigilius, whom Baronius often commends as a defen 
(1) Baron, An, Get Of them (1): Yea, they declare them Hereticks, by 
§53.n.233..47.the Doétrin of the Scriptures and holy Fathers, and of 
546.n. 40,8. the four’ former Councils G#): All which therefore 
(m) Coll 8. Vgilius contradicted in his Confticution. And whate- 
ut fupr. & Bin. ; . vageria 
116. Lab179. Ver Baronius firft lays to difparage this Council, it was 
(x) Concil.6. fatified by the 62 Council (7), by the feventh, or fe- 
Aas. cond Nicene Council, Ac&t.6. yea, (andas Baronius con- 
(0) Baron. An. fefleth (0)), by all {ucceeding General Councils; by the 
553-num.225-Dones , Pelagius, Gregory the Great, Agatho, Leo the 
fecond, and by all fucceeding Popes, who were fworn 
to obferve all the General Councils, and this among 
(p) Baron. 4x. Others (p).. To which we may add the Councils of 
869. n. 68,69» Bafil and Conftance, and all the Catholick Church till 
Leo the roth’s Lateran Council, 4z.1§16, which comtra- 
(q) Academia ry to the Catholick Faith (q) decreed no Council could con- 
Parifin Appel Jean a Pope: Wherefore we may conclude, Vigilius 
er was a condemned Heretick. 
(7) Baron: 4 Chap, Now let us examine Baronins his fhifts, and 
547.0, 30. 0 3 ‘om hi irft, they pretend this w 
46.n.225.n. thole Binius learns from him. Firlt, they pretend this was 
231.Vid. item, wot @ point of Faith, but concerned only perfons (r): Which 
Bin. not. in js moft falfe; For the Emperor. Fu/tinian calls it @ mat- 
5. Concil.pag- yer of Faith (s); fo doth the 5t4 Council it {elf de- 
174. Léh-374 clare (1): Yea, Vigilius in his Conftitution calls the 


(s) Bin. Col.1. ’ i 
nae 47.Lab, condemning thefe three Chapters Errimg from the Faith 5 


422. and Facandus the Apologift for them faith, the oppo- 
(¢) Col.8.feepil- fing them was rooting out the Catholick and Apofto- 
Bay lick Faith (w). On the other fide Pope Pelagius faith, 


(4) Baron. An, 


546m 47. boey are contrary to the Faith, and to receive them is to 


over= 
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overthrow the Faith of Ephefus (w); which Epiftle Gre- (») Pelag. 2: 
gory the Great confirms (*). Bellarmine faith, that is de °P..7: 

fide, which a Council defines to be fo, and calls the (*) Wigs, 
oppofers of i¢ Hereticks and accurfeth them (7). And He ft te 
Baronius calls the Emperors Edict for the three Chap- Concil. cap. 12. 
ters, Sanétio de fide Catholica(z), and Fidei decretum (a), S- 4- 

So that ic muft be a matter of Faith : And Gregory the SPF aie 
Great was miftaken if he meant, that this 5th Council (,) 13a say 
handled no matters of Faith, but treated of Perfons (b):n, so. 
For the contrary is manifeft. But indeed Gregory means (4) Greg.1. 3. 
they altered no point of Faith eftablifhed at Chalcedon, &P- 37- 

as fomein his time fancied; only condemning the 

perfons there examined; but fll it was by thewing 

they held notorious Herefies. 


Chap. vi. But to confider the three Chapters feveral- 
ly: The firft was about Theodorus of Mop[veftia, who 
(as Vigilius faith (c), ) fhould not be condemned after () Cont. r%zii, 
he was dead, citing Leo and Gelafias for it, as having Bia. 25. Lab. 
decreed it for a point of Faith : But on the other fide 3°S- 
St. Aujfin declares, if Cacilian were guilty of the Crimes 
objected (100 years after his death,). be 2euld Anathe- 
matize him (d): Pelagius urges and approves of this (4) Aug. Ep, 
Doétrin of St. Auftin, and faith Leo argeed with him (e). ad Bonifac. 
The fame is proved inthe 54 Council, to have been “iat: in Concil, 
the Opinion of St. Cyril, of the African Council,&c. (f at me 
3 ; £ ° bal « he 
Thus alfo Domnus was condemned at Chalcedon after his cp, Bas 
death, and many of the old Hereticks (¢): Honorius was(f) Col, 5. 
condemned by name fixty years after his death (2). Bia pag. 75. 
Yea, Baronius who urges this in excufe of Vigilivs in one £4 479. 
place (4), in another declares that it is a miftake, and 3) Esict. 7p. 
that the Church of Rome doth condemn Men after Ske D6: 
their death (2); So as he is forced. to commend. and (4) concil, vi, 
condemn the fame Fa@ ; and to excufe this reafon of A@ 12,13 & 
Vigilius, he difputes for both fides of a Contradiction: 13. 
Asto our Saviours words, of binding and loofing on Earth, “) Bar. die 
Math 18. which Gelafivs and Vigilius cite, they re{pea (bis iba 
the living Minifters on Earth, and not the Perfons gum. 135. 
bound or loofed: And Leo and Gelafius bath {peak of ~ 
3 \*“Jo2 loofing 
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loofing Perfons,.who dyed Excommunicate and Im: 
penitent, which they held unlawful; bur neither of 
them fay with Vigilins, That an Heretick, who is not 
difcovered till after his death, and dyed in Herefie, may 
not be condemned then. 


Chap. vii. Vigilivs pretends in the fecond place, that 
() Conft. Bim this Theodorus dyed in the peace of the Church (2Z)5 
pag: 25.L0b. which objection is taken notice of, both by ‘Fuftini- 
ae 8, Bin, 4% (m) and the 5+ Council (*), and largely difproved 
164. Lab.715. by fhewing he was condemned as an Heretick by all 
(#) Collar. 5. Churches, for that he dyed in his impiety ; and the 
Bin.79.Lab. Council fay itis @ Lye to affirm the contrary : Where- 
ntdke fore Baronius falfly faith, Vigilius knew be dyed in the 
(0) Baron. At. Communion of the Church (0). For even Binius faith, 
553-0. 49° this cannot be believed, becaule Fu/finian’s Edi& wit- 
(p) Bin. not. in neffeth the contrary (p), even that he dyed in Herefie. 
5 Concil. pag. So that unlef$ an Heretick be in the Communion of the 
274140735 Church, Theodorus dyed not in that Communion. 


(9) Vigil. Cont, Chap. viii. The Popes third reafon’ is, that neither 
Bin. pag.2s. the Fathers, nor Councils had condemned Theodorus, par- 
Lab. 364 ticularly not Cyril, nor Proclus, nor the Synods of E- 
v) yan phefus or Chalcedon (q): But the sth Council cites the 
Lab. 483,&c. Vety words of Cyril and Proclus, which declare him an 
(5) Ibid. Heretick and condemn him (7). They cite the words 
(#) Concil. — of Cyril to Fobn of Antioch, in the Council of Epbefus, 
EpheJ. Ad. 1. Which fay there were two Sons (s): Alfo Cyril?s Epiftle 
Aan case, approved at Chalcedon faith, the Council of Ephe/us 
(4) Fujin. Ep. Anathematized not only Nestorius, but all that taught 
ad Synod. 5. as he did (¢): And Nefforius being Theodorus his Scho- 
Bin. 47-Labe Jar, as the Emperor fhews (#), the 5t4 Council doubts 
pecols 3, Mot to affirm he was condemned in the former great 
Bim 115, Lab, COUNCII (ww); So Pelagius the fecond faith, she Ephefine 
568. Council condemned Theodorus and his Creed (x): Vigilius 
(x) Pelag.2. indeed denies it was his Creed 3 but Cyril faith ic was 
Epift. 7. his, and produced it under his name in the Councilof 
C7) Coat 5+ Ephefus, and condemned it (y): So the not mention- 
Lab.486. ing his name in the Anathema, is but a fallacious. proof 


of 
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of his being not condemned there : But when the(z) Collat.6. 
Neitorians began to fhroud themfelves under his name, Epi Joa & 
then a Synod in Armenia condemned him by name(z), 27° 47-435: : 
and Proclus exhorted them fo to do as Cyril affirms (a), fa i 
1 s 3 (a) Collat. s. Hi 
and CyriJ there condemns him by name (4): So did Bin.97. Lab Hi 
Theodofius and Valentiniam, by. their Edi&s which the 486, &o. ih 
5# Council cites (¢). FheChurch of Adop/westia put {4) Ibid. 
his name out of the Dypticks (d): And Sergius Bifhop pc alae s: a 
Cyrus was depoled for reckoning his name among the ae pee 7 
Orthodox Bifhops: Wherefore the ste Council rightly (@) Ibid. Bi. ny 
declares, That the ‘Catholick Church had caft out Theo. 81.Lab. 495. 
dorus after bis death, for bis impious Wrirings (ce). But be) Geller 5 Wi 
Pope Vigilius cites two forged Epiftles of Cyril and oe hilar 14 
Proclusy to fhew that neither of them condemned Theo- ( f) Ibid. Bin. | ql 
dorus (f). _ And with the Neftorians he denies, that 76. Lab. 483. 
thefé Impious Writings were compofed by Theodo-® 78. & 487. 
rus(g). But the Armenian Synod, St. Cyril, Fusti-(S)/#8#/Contt. 
avian and the 5+ Council, all fay they were writ by a 24; 25 
Theodorus; the fame is alfo affirmed by Pope Pelagi- ‘by Pace 
us (6): As for what Vigilius objects, that the Councils Ep. 7. Seti 
of Ephefus and Chalcedon were againtt condemning @) Figil-Contes 
Theodorus after his death (4), Liberatus fortunes to fay “ fupra. 
the fame (2); And Baronius, who takes no notice of a eM erE Is 
Vigilius, feverely taxes Liberatus for this, as a Neftori- ra agi 
an falfhood charged on the Council of Chalcedon (1). 732, &c.. « 
And Binius faith, it is contrary to Cyril’s Writings (re- (/) Baron. an. 
ceived at Epbefus,) and tothe Aas at Chalcedon Cones 
Finally, Vigilius moft falfly faith, the Emperor ‘Fuftini. a Notis ; 
an himfelf, as if he quoted the A@s of Chalcedon in his Libeac bin 
Edict for the Trinity, is for Clearing Theodorus (n) ; pag. 193.Lab. 
which is fo grofs a flander as can {carce be paralleld, 779: 
For Fustinian in that very Edi& condemns Neftorius ”) Vigil Cont. 
and all that Teach with him (0); yea, he cenfiures 7.7268 oF 
Theodorus by name in a particular Epiftle, writ to this(o) Edie. fal 
q#b Council (p): On thefe frivolous and falfe groundsde trin, Cod. h 
Vigilius. Decrees, none fhall condemn Theodorus (q) : 1: Tit 1. Lad, 
But the 574 Council, without fcruple juftly condemns 3°28: 2: 
both him, and all that held with him or defended him, @? noe 


; 160, Lab.706. 
thatis, Pope Vigilius for one, (9) Pigil.contt 


Chap, ix, at fupr. 
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Chap. ix. Secondly, Vigéius held the Heretical fide 

as to the Writings of Theodoret, whofe perfon after re- 

nouncing his former Herefie all agree to be Catholick 5 

So that this is a point of Doétrin, not concerning a 

perfon. Yet fift Vigilins pretends , Theodoret did not 

write thefe Papers againft Cyril, alledged under his 

name, as (he faith) appeared to the Council at Cha). 

(r) Vigil. Cont. cedon (x), which is moft falfes; For Bizias owns he Writ 
Bin. pag.25. againtt Cyril, and defended both Ne.Forius and Theodo- 
ee , THs (s); and Baronius over and over confeffeth the fame 
ad Concil, Eph. thing (4): So doth Liberatus,cap. 4. and Pope Pelagius 
Tom. i. pag. 2.€P.7- and the Councils both of Ephefus and Chalcedon (u): 
pag. 3. Snotis Yea, Theodoret him@lf in his Epiftles (cited in the 5¢h 
in Epilt. 64. Council, and by Pope Pelagias) owns it (zw); So that it 
aan 4m, 18 & wonder Vigilius durft urge fo weak and falfe a 
427.n. 30. & thing: But he objects, The Council of Chalcedon only 
An. 431.0. tequired him to renounce Neforius, not to condemn 
182. his own Writings (x): Which is a meer fallacy, for he 
(uJ AGConcil. writ for Nefforias, and againft Cyrils twelve Chapters : 
EY a seltie Now fince he condemned all the Doctrins of Ne/orius 
Chalced. At. At Chalcedon, and alfo fub{cribed the twelve Chapters, 
cap. 6. he did really and virtually, though not by name, Ana- 
(») Col.s.Bin, thematize his own Writings (y): Yea, Pelagius faith 
pag. 72 & 85. exprefly, he did condemn his own Writings ¢%). And 
get Re though at the Council of Chalcedon this General Con- 
71) Confeyigit, demnation fufficed, yee when the Neftorians in the 
ut fapra. time of ‘fuftinian , defended themfelves by Theodores’s 
(7) Vie.Concil. Writings, i¢ was neceflary to condemn them exprefly, 
Chaleed C8. and by name. Thirdly, Vigilius faith, Cyril on the 
See i es P Union with the Eaftern Bifhops , required none of 
(4) Figilont.them to renounce their own Writings (4): Which fig- 
Bin. pag. 26. nifies nothing, fince Cyril made them all Anathematize 
Lab, pag. 367. Neftorius, whofe Caufe they had defended before he 
(5) Gril. Ep. Would communicate with them (d). Wherefore Vigilius 
ad Dynat.in  falfly concludes thofe Writings innocent, which fo vi- 
ConcilEphef goroufly defend Neforius his Doérin; and if he and 
Shee Theodoret vindicated thefe Writings, after they had 
condemned Ne/forius, they contradi@ themfelyes, con- 


demn 
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demn only a name, but held the Heretical Do&rins aM 
ftill: Which is plain alfo from Vigilius his affirming, | 
That the Council of Chalcedon would have no Nefto- 

rian Dodtrins condemned under- Theodoret’s name (c). (c) Vigil. Conf. 
That Council did condemn all that defended Ne/forius, Biv. pag. 

of which thefe very Writings of Theodoret were the 4*% 367- 
chief: But he there recanting his Errors, they condem- 

ned thofe Errors, when they declared him Orthodox. ay 
And it was Vigilies favour for Neftoriani{m , which A 
makes him fo Zealous for Theodoret’s Neftorian Wri- 
tings. ih 


Chap. x. Thirdly, Vigilius held the Heretical fide as Me) 
to Ibas his Epiftle, affirming that the Council of Chal- 
cedow pronounced it to be Orthodox (4): But the §¢4 (4) Vigil.Cont. Ay 
Council exprefly fay , the Council of Chalcedon did #. pag. i 
condemn and caft it out (e). Again, Vigilius faith, LAY, YORI 70. 
the whole Council of Chalcedon agreed with Pa/- es aoe 
cafinus and Maximus, who fay that Ibas by this Epistle 515. Bin. p. 4 
was declared a Catholick (f). Whereas the 542 Council (f) “gil. 
pofitively declare, that the difcourfe of thefe two Conttit. ut fu 
fingle perfons, was not regarded at Chalcedon (g) : fia) ies 
And Baronius,after fo many fucceeding Popes and Coun- Taisen oak 
cils had confirmed this 5+4 Council, moft impudently ~ 
relates both thefe untruths, viz. That the Fathers of 
Chalcedon received this Epiftle as Catholick,and that by 
it they did judge Ibas Orthodox () ; yet in contradicti- (4) Baron, An, 
onto himfelf, he in other places (z) not only doubteth, s53. p. 
whether Ibs did write this Epiftle, but affirms exprefly, * 47.448 p. 
it was found at Chalcedon mot to be Ibas be Epistle, % peessLln + 
citing for it the wretched Nicene Council for Images, *’”’F 
where this and many falfe Stories are found: And 
after all, the Cardinal forgetting himfelf, faith elfe- 
where (&) ; The Council of Cdalcedon faid it was his (,) pany 4p, 

Epiftle, and Jas owned it to be his own, and that it 448, pag. 69. 

was well known to be the Epiftle of bas, and he cites Et An. 553: 

the 10th A& of the Council of Chalcedon to prove this, Pg: 

which he outof the very Acts of Chalcedon had de- 
nied before: Into fo many confufions and Wane 
Otk 
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doth he fall by labouring to defend this Heretica] 
Pope. 


pe with Baronins’s, will fur: 
Chap. fe ee ee Mie ae iors 
ther appea he[us excommunicated Ibas (J), and the 
aioe ieee 5 ay ee Cyril (m): The Em- 
Ephef.cap.7. {purious Sy | this breach, writes to Fobn of 
eae eens petord mend, 10 ee ftoriatis, to condemn Neflorits 
iia Antioch, Patron of Hon). And he at laf withtheaae 
ibi i ‘tb (): br 
(n) Vid. infioe and ices pe fo to do, Anathematizing Ne. 
pene riet PO enh he Ephefine Council, and {ubfcribed 
frorius, approving the spr : ? Shee 
es feffion of Faith (0), and fo were receive 
(0) Vid. Epi. Cyril?’s Confeffion he Church . andmesnaae get 
aie UNO Tats Dera o and Cyril: Now Vigilius and Baro- 
, a i 
ae Se hee a ene end of his Epiftle men- 
(p) Vigil.Contt. ###5 PTe i See of ‘fobn and Cyri] with joy, there- 
Lab. pag. 373. pe Exe a Catholick when he writ it (p); and was 
Bin, pag. .@) 5 : ee 
elo prove a Chad by ths Epil, efi by 
448% 47.553-che Jacter end of it (q) : But iy tok agian 
ut fapre the whole Epiftle, and fay the latter par 
Sede sea And they had good reafon, for though 
peri aie ese hac Ey iftle was writ upon the Eaftern 
517. Lab. Baronius pretend this pute hat is moft falfe: for 
catiag9. Bilhops Union with gist PEO R 
8.me 59. 7 5 ? +. 
Pag. gt bet arti ae o i Pet Tbs fucceeded him, ‘and 
(4) Epitt. Fo. aise ad! Hi Ean an Edict condemning Theodorns 
adXy/iwm inter mentions : t) ; yea Rambulus was 
Act. Concii.- of Mop/veftia, dated An. 425 ( eee. 
ree epi hop of Elf, and tit Bie condemned 
par.2. pag.421. Theodorus, fo that Ibas could hot write this Ep 
sechipeta at ars after the Union, being Bifhop of Ede//z 
BU Set J See toate a. : Yet then in this very Epiftle he 
Bin. pag. 182. when he writ it (u): : ‘nate, nor Mary the Mo- 
ae fetes cate me F i ah Lehe Odio ten eared God for, 
CR) NP Bs erg God: Sothat * 

d Donatum. t{pread by the Neftorians of 
Concil Ephef. mult be poe LC arate ah to Foln of Antioch (aw) : 
.3-Num. Cyrii's recanting, and y ‘ ; 
par. 3 So Theodoret 12 years after the Union brags, that the 
Coen ny, Eafe and Egypt were now fins himiklt ta hie a 

pag 86, Loo, crucified (x). And Ibas explains . 


Epiftle 
col. $08, 
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Epiftle by faying, God bad fubdued the Heart of the E: 

LZypiian to [ubfcribe ; Fobw of Antioch faith, Yea, to the 

very Herefie of Neftorius, which this Author calls the 

Faith €y) in the latter end of this Epiftle ; by which ¢y) ty col. ¢. 
Baronius faith he proved himfelf a Catholick (z%): Yer Bin. 88. 
Baronius owns this Story of Cyril’s recantation, was a Lab. 511. 
vile calumny of the Neftorians, who (as he pretends) () Baron. dn. 
forged this Epiftle for Ibas, but it was found to be none 44% & "PF 
of his (a); which is a ridiculous contradi@ion: And (2) Idem An 
yet thefe fhifts he is put to in juftifying an Epifftle, 432. pag.62s, 
wholly condemned in the 5r4 General Council. Bur 626. 

to proceed, Ibas muft relate to this feigned Union, be- 

caufe the Neftorians did at firft require that Cyril fhould 

recant his twelve Chapters (4), and, by thé propofals of (4) Concil. Eph. 
Eufebins Bithop Emifa made to him (c), which were in par. 3. putt. 
vain; and ‘fohn of Antioch was forced at lat by that Fi bank 
Bifhop , to fend his Submiffion to Cyril's Faith: PO ayy ae 
which fecond meflage Cyril indeed” conféhted , and (c) Ibid; pag. 
thence the Neftorians falfly faid he confented to the 422. 

firft, and (as they requefted) condemned his twelve 

Chapters ; which remaining Orthodox, Jbas his Epiftle 

muft be Heretical, as it exprefles a joy for Cyril’s fup- 

pofed confent to Neftoriani{m. 


Chap. xii. The next Method which Vigilius and Ba- 

ronius take to prove Ibas Orthodox, is by the Words of (4) Vid. Epitt 
this Epiftle, wherein he reje@s Cyril’s twelve Chapters di Fh Sibet 
for teaching one Nature, and affirms, Tao Natures and Silvie er 
One Perfon (d). Now the Neftorians could fay this Concil. 5. Col- 
craftily like Catholicks, but their meaning was, that lat. 6. pag. 
each Nature made a diftin@ fubfiftence, united only 509. 

by Cohabitation, fo that the Son of God dwelt in etic (One 5 
Son of Mary; as may be colle&ed from Neforius °°" © Bm 


wid Oe ’ pag-103. Lab. 
own words (e): And from Fuj/tinian’s Edi@&, where he 546. 


faith , for Perfon, they perfidioufly ufed the word Na-(f) Edit. Fuft. 
tures (f ). But Vigilius, to clear Ibas, faith, Diofcorus pot rags 
and the Pfeudo Ephefine Synod did condemn Flavianus ae 

; . <derp col. 709. 
for this Conteflion of Tivo Natures (g). ”Tis replyed, ( ¢) vigil. Cont. 
they were all Eutychians who denied too Natures in in Lab.col.z71. 


Pp ql 


Ws ek 


* 
+ 
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all Sexfes, and fo might condemn thefe words, whe- 
ther Flaviduus the Catholick in a right Senfe, or Ibas 
the Neftorian in a wrong, ufed them: And whereas 
Vigilius urges, that the Council of Chalcedon condem- 

(b) Conft.Vig. ned Diofeorus and received Ibas (b); ’Tis plain, they 

ibid. condemned his whole Epiftle, as the 52 Council prove 

(i) Conci}. 5. at large (4), and received him only after he had re- 

Collat. 6. Biz. nounced the Doétrin of this Epiftle: Again, Vigilius 

104. Lad.col. would juftifie the Epiftle by pleading, that Idas owned 

hls the true Ephefine Council, before Photius and Euftathi- 

()Conft.Migil. us (4): But it was proved before that Ibas writ this 

ut fupra. Epiftle, Av. 434, and was then an Heretick; but the 

Pe ae ™ Ads before Photius were not till 14, years after (2) 3 

tome. -But his being a Catholick then, is no proof ‘that his 
Epiltle is Orthodox: Further, Vigilias faith, that Ibas 
miftook Cyril till he explained hisChapters, after which 

ve he and the Eattern Bifhops ran into Cyril’s Commui- 

DE Rae on (J). And Baronius faith, that he did communicate 

(m) Baron.an, With Cyril, after he had purged himfelf of the fufpi- 

448. pag.66. Clon of being an Apollinarift by declaring his Chap- 

(n)Idem An. ters (mm) : Yet Baronies himfelf owns,that Cyril explain- 

431.pag- 595.ed his Chapters at Ephefus, while he was in Prifon 

(0) Concil. Eph. there, 4m. 421 (”), while the Pfeudo-Synod fat; and 

par. 3. Bimpag.{o their Title declares (0). But Ibas writ this Epiftle 

ba ee above 2 years after this Explanation, and was then a 

ye ‘Neftor, Neflerian : Nor did the Eaftern Bifhops communicate 

Conail. 5. Col. With him till long after; and Theodoret writ bitterly 

g. prope fnem. againit him, after that they were reconciled to Cyril (p). 

Bin. pag-86- And. Binius owns the difference between Cyril and the 

esata seine Eaftern Bifhops, endured full three years after ‘the 

mh Boa ". Council (g) ; yet Ibas writ this Epiftle after the Union 
phe. OM. Je . : 

par. 2.pag.4. Was made, as the 5b Council exprefly declares (x) : 

(r) Concil. s. From all which it is plain that Vigilius miftakes the 

Collar. 6.Bi point ; for the Explanation [bas meant of was Cyril's 

pag. 90.8%, abfolute revoking his twelve Chapters, (a Forgery of 

ay the Neitorians) which in the Epiftle he callshw Recan- 
ting ; not this Orthodox Explanation of the twelve 

Chapters, as Vigilivs pretends 5, yea, it was proved before 

Photius and Euftathius that, Ibas laid, He would not have 
; received 
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received Cyril, if he bad not Anathematized his Chap- 

ters (s). Wherefore Ibas his Epiftle was always Here- (+) Concil. ule 
tical, and he an Heretick until he recanted and came Chalced AQe ‘ij 
over to Cyril’s Faith; but Vigilins falfly affirms him to ™” P28: 789 i 
have been Orthodox, both before he rightly under- 

{tood Cyril’s meaning and afterwards (t), and wrong: (+) Yigid.Conft. 

fully fuppofes Cyril came over to Ibas, who held two £44. Col.371. 

Perfons, but called them two Natures; from all which it iit 
manifelily appears, iff, That the difpute about this 
Epiftle was a caufe of Faith. 2/y, That Jbas his Epi- Wh 
ftle was Heretical. aly, That Vigilius and Baronius in ih 
this difpute take the Heretical fide. Mi 


Chap. xiii. Baronius further pretends, that neither iy 
the afferting or denying thefe three Chapters, could | 
denominate Men Hereticks (w): But this was fully dif-t«) Baron an, 
proved before (fee Chap. 5.) And fince this was a547-pag.3s8. 

Caule of Faith, in which the whole 514 Council held !te™ 4 553- 
contrary to Pope Vigilius, it willfollow, that Men may P’8-#37- 
contradict the Popes Decifions in Articles of Faith, and 

be no Hereticks: Yea, fince here the Pope was on the 

wrong fide, they who are_to believe all fuch Decifi- 

ons muft fometimes be Hereticks. Secondly, Baronius 

falfly affirms, zhat they who held contrary to the Pope here- 

#7, were Schi{matichs Convidl (w). "Tis true, there was a (w) Baron, an. 
Schifm, as he confeffeth (x): But Vigilius and his Party 547. pag. 388. 
were the Schifmaticks, who feparated from. a General (*) !4. 47.553. 
Council, owned for fuch by all Catholicks. Szpilfime. 


Chap. xiv. In the next place, Baronius would. excufe ( y) Baroman. 
Vigilius from Herefie, becaufe he profefled to hold the 553 pag. 437, 
Faith of the Council of Chalcedow, and writ his Com fio, AM 
ftitution to defend it (y): So did Vitor (z), fo Facundus wat eal 
Hermianenfis (a), who writ for the three Chapters, pre-pof Confal. 
tend: Yea, Vigilius himfelf in his Conftitution pre- Bafil. 
tends to maintain the Faith of that great Coun-(4) Zscundus 
cil (%). But let it be confidered, that the 5#/ General *P- ae Oty it 
Council after a ftriét examining all thefe pretences, A- 4 Bs Fae 
nathematizes all that defend the three Chapters in the eet 


Lab. col,.3 S 
Pp 2 name f 
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(c) Concil. 5. 

col. 8. Bin,pag. 
115. Lab. col. 

568. 


(d) Craken- 
thorps Vigil. 
dormit.chap. 
14. pag. 207, 
&c. 


(¢) Baron. An. 
553+ pag. 438 
& 439. Idem. 
An. 554. pag. 


445. 

(f) Bell. de 
Concil. 1. 1. 
Caps 5. 

(g) Bin. notis 
in Concil. 5. 


pag.173- 
(/) Baron, An. 


446. pag.-3 43. 
(4) Ibid. pag. 


344. 

(k) Ibid. pag. 
347-0 

(1) Coneil.5. 
Collat. 8. Bz. 


pag. 115. 
(m) Baron. Ale 


547+ pag.359 


(n) Baron, AK. 
547> pag-360. 
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name of the Councilof Chalcedon (c), which Fa@ all Ca- 
tholicks who approve this 5+ Council muft confent to. 
And nothing is more ufual with all forts of Hereticks, 
than to profefs they believe as the Orthodox Councils 
and Fathers have believed ; yet they were condemned 
for all that pretence, (See particular inftances of this, as 
to the Eutychians, Monothelites, Neftoriansand Modern 
Romanifts,in the learned Author (4) ) : Therefore Barc 
mus his excufe is frivolous, fince Hereticks profeffions 
are as falle and contradiatory as their Doétrins: And 
Vigilias would not forfake the three Chapters, no not 
when they were proved contrary to the Council of 
Chalcedon, and forbids any to write or {peak againft 
them, fo as he might never be convi@ed or convinced. 


Chap.xv. Baronius his third excule for Vigilius is, that 
he confirmed the 5#5 Council(e): And Bellarmine faith, 
he did confirm it (f): Binius adds, mo Man doubts it : 
But if Vigilius cafe be examined, it will be found he 
changed four times in this Caufe of Faith. Firft, 
While he was at Rome, upon Fuftinian’s firft putting 
out the Edict, he oppofed it (4), and ftirred up Facun- 
dus a Neftorian to write againft the Emperor in rude 
Language (z). Yea, Baronius in the fame place Rails 
at Fovttnian for this Edi&t ; and Vigilius writ a threat- 
ning Letter to Conftantinople, againft all that fhould 
joyn with the Emperor (&): So that Vigilius, Facundus 
and Baronius ftand all Anathematized by the 5+4 Coun- 
cil, for writing in defence of the three Chapters (/). 
But Secondly, As foon as Vigilius was come to Con/tan- 
tinople he changed his Mind, and in a Council of 3c 
Bifhops condemned the three Chapters, which Fecun- 
dus upbraids him with (m) ; and Baronius confeffes he 
writ a Book againft them, and fent it to Alennas Bi- 
fhop of Conftantinople; and that he excommunicated 
RasSticus and Sebaftianus (two Roman Deacons,) with 
other defenders of the three Chapters (z); and in 
thofe Epiftles writ about thefe Men, he calls this wri- 
ting to Mensas, his Conjtitution, bis ‘Fudgment by oe 

Autho- 
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Chap.xvi. But in this Account of Vigilins cha 

of them are forged by Barosius: Firtt, that Deceit 
filence isa Fable, though ic be {0 often mentioned in 
the Annals (4), and though he fay Vigilius decreed this 
Synodically (c), and affirm that Theodorus and Mennas 
confented toit (d), and that he and Fuftinian had pro- 
mifed to obferve this filence (¢): Whereupon he pre- 
tends Vigilius excommunicated Theodorus and fulpended 
Mennas (f)3 And ftoutly oppofing Fuftinian, who this 
year hung up his Edi& in contradiGion to this De- 
cree of filence (g); though he fled to St. Peter’s Church 
and then to Chalcedon , yet thence he thundred out his 
{piritual Darts againft them all,and refcinded the Em. 
perors Decree (4). Upon this Baronins fays, the Em- 
peror revoked his Edi&, and Theodorus repented and 
fubmitted, as did alfo Adennas, and {o all were content 
to be filent cill the Council, and great Joy followed 
thereupon: Now this is all Fi@ion : For firft, if there 

had been fuch a Decree for filence, let it be noted 
Domnus was condemned at Chalcedon for an Heretick 
that he decreed filence fhould be kept about Cyril’s 
twelve Chapters(&). And-by that Rule, Vigilies would 
have been Heretical for his Decree: Whereas the 
truth is, he never made any fuch Decree: for Fufti- 
nian affirms, that from his firft coming to Confanti- 
nople, until the Council, he always was for condemning 
the three Chapters (&) ; andas the Emperors meffen- 
ger affirms, to. the 5¢4 Council then aflembled, he of. 
ten. promifed to joyn with them in it (/). Nor did 
Vigiius obférve his own Decree, which is pretended to 
be made dns the 216 of Fuffinian (m), and to 
have filenced all Difputes: For in the 22d year of that 
Emperor, the two Roman Deacons above named, ac- 
culed Vigilivs for condeming the three Chapters by 
their Letsets, to divers Bifhops (#). In Fu/Finian®s 2 34 
year, Vigilius purges himfelf to Valextinianus from 
thefe Slanders, by appealing to his Judgment,fent unto 
Mennas, to which he declares he then adhered (0). In 
the Emperors 24th year, he writ the like Apology to 
Mure- 
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Aurelianas (p); and as Baronius proves, the fame year (f) lbic. Bin, 
he publifhed his Sentence againf Rufficws,Sabinianus and '°9: 44"55?. 
others for defending the three Chapters (q). Now how (9) Baron.an. 
could he by word and writing , thus fenrence and 55 P@s 375 
punifh all that difliked his Condemnation of the three 38° 
Chapters, and appeal to his Judgment in that cafe, if 
there had been a revocation of it, and. a Synodal De- 
cree of Taciturnity three year before? Nor did Fufti- 
xian know of, or confent.to any fuch Decree; for Viéter 
faith, in his. 22d year he writ for the Condemnation OL fy) Vitoris 
the three Chapters, compelling divers Bifhops to con. Chronic. 47. 
demn them (r). Thenexe year the Illyrian Bifhops poft. Conf Ba- 
perfuaded the Emperor not to proceed fo (s); fo did Fas. 
cundus in the 24th year; but he that year called thes} pene) 
Council at Mop/veftia to condemn Theodorus (¢). In his Collat. 5. Bix. 
25th year, Vitor and Liberatus declared, he dealt with pag. 80. Lab, 
the African Primates and Bifhops to condemn thefe492- 
Chapters; and got Zoilws.Patriarch of Alexandria de- (©) kagiates 

; ay : ; - Chron. ut fupr. 
prived for refufing ic (#), and in his 2674 year (juft 7 oS ripe 
before the Council,) he Banifhed feveral obftinate Afti-y2;, Breviar. 
rican Bifhops (»): So it is very ridiculous in Baronius, cap. 23. 
to {peak of the Emperor’s publifhing his Edi@ Ag,(~) Idem 4s, 

: ° ? II. id eft, 26 

25th (x), fince it was publifhed long before; and to ufin 
pretend he revoked it the next year, fince Justinian (.) pron An. 
every year writ and acted in the defence of it: Wess1. ut fupr. 
add, that neither did Theodorus and the Catholicks ob-(,) Idem. 4a 
ferve this Decree of filence; for Vigilius {entences them 55! P28- 382+ 
for writing againft the defenders of thefe Chapters ( HX zor eat 
No nor yet did the’ Hereticks value it: for they writ’ ie tp 
warmly for the three Chapters.all that time (@): Yea, initio. 
Vidor notes, that the Milyrian Synodin the 23d year of(4) itor, 
Fuftinian, and the African in the 24h writ for the three rice gta 
Chapters (a). Well, but Baronius cites publick Ads for fal. Bafilih yr 
this Decree, and the fubfequent agreement between (4) paren, aw, 
Vigilius and Mennas(b): But thefe Ads are forged, be- 547. pag. 361. 
ing dated An.25. Fuftin. An.10. poft conful. Bafil. (¢) (©) dem 4a. 
where Baronixs places the fufpenfion of Mennas, and 551. Pas: 384 

cada , | -_ (4) Idem. Ax. 
his dubmiffion next year alter (d): But Mennas died’ ’. (apie 
the 21/7 year of Fustinian,that is, five year before , : An. 26, Fup. 
the 
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the Popes Legates prove in the: fixth General Couns 
(e) Concil.6 - cil.(e),and by’ that fhew thefe Publick AG&s were forged; 
Gen Act. 3. & yea, Raroniusy, who here cites thefe Ads to colour over 
Bin. notidids this Fable there owns the Ads to be forged, and exprefly 
({) Baron.4n. fays,Mennas certainly died in the 21 ft year of Juftinian( Ff). 
dau So that we may -conclude this Decree of Silence and 

Mennas {ufpenfion with the reft,are a notorious Fable, 

invented only to fave the Credit of Pope Vigilias. 


Chap.xvii. And {fo is his confirming the fifth Council, 

either before or after his fuppofed Exile, which Baro- 

(g) nate *  nius and others fo boldly affirm (g): For that he did 
xi rs. not confirm it neither during itsSeffion, nor foon after, 
Baronius proves , becaufe his Letters would then have 

(h) d.4n.553. been annexed to the Council (4). And he confeffes 
pag 435,436 the Reafon moving Pelagius, the next Pope, to confirm 
it, was, That he found the Eaftern Church in a Schifin 
()ld.ib.p.439. by Vigilius his Conftitution (7).,. which-could not have 
been if Vigiliws in his Life had revoked that Conftitu- 

tion. Again, the Weftern Church reje@ed the fifth 

Council all the time of Vigilins; for there could be 

found but two Weftern Bifhops who would confecrate 

Ck) visto Pelagius after he was chofen Pope ; becau[e be condemned 
Chron. an. 19, #he three Chapters (faith Victor (k),) and as Baroniws adds, 
poftconful  becaufe they abhorred the fifth General Council (/); 
Bafil. yea, a Council at Aquileia condemned the fifth Council 
MI)Baron. An 4y 554. (m), urging that Pope Vigilivs did not agree 
556-P88-45% with it; and in this Opinion they remained till Pela- 
Gn) Beda de fiws the fecond (20 years after Vigilins death and more, 
6etate mund. 49.577.) inftructed> them that the Apoiftolick Seat un- 
An. 4637. derftanding the Controverfie better after Vigiliws his 
Sigom.de reg. time, had changed its Judgment (#), which Letter of 
petit: + this Pelagius is annexed to the fifth Council, and by 
Peleg Sipe Binius compared to the Epiftle of Leo to Flavianus (0). 
fragm. Conc.s. Which Argument fhews, that Pelagiws never heard that 
Bin. pag.123- Vigilias Changed his Judgment, or confirmed the fifth 
Lab. Col. 615- Council. As to Evagrivs, who (faith Baronins) with all 
Bene » the Greek Writers do affirm, that Vigilins by his Letters 
pag.2s7. | confented to the Council, fince he did not this dhs 
the 
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the Council, nor fhorely after (being banithed),we muft 
affert he confented when he was freed from Exile (t) : (p) Baron. An. 
So the Cardinal. I Reply , This is very fallacious, 553- pag. 43 
for neither Evagrius, nor any Greek Writer, fay ® 4 354 
any more, than That Vigilius did by Letter confent to PS ++# 
the fifth Synod But Evagrias adds, —~yet would not 
be prefent in it (q).’ By which itis clear, the Hiftorian (q) Evag. hitt, 
means nothing but that confent, which by word and !!-+cap.37. 
writing “he had often given, as tothe Synods Opi- 
nion beforethey met, of which the fifth Council often 
complains, becaufe he denied it, and flew off after- % Concil.s. 
wards (r); and it was thefe precedent Writings , thar collat.1.Bi7.47 
both Nicepborws (s) and Photius mean (t). Wherefore it ® aa 
is falfly done of Baronius to apply thistoa fubfequent (¢} niceph, 
Decree, for confirming the fifth Council after it WAS lib.17.cap 27. 
ended. Baronius his laft Argument is, That fince Vigi- (t) Phot. de 
ius was banifhed for not confénting to the fifth Synod, 7 Synod: in 
‘tis not likely he fhould be releafed till he had con- C!-7- 
firmed it(#). But firft the confequence is not good, (w)Beron. An. 
for Fu/tinian might reftore him to gratifie fo great a a Satine” | 
Subject as Narfes, and Narfes might intreat the Empe- 
rour to oblige the Roman Clergy, who then were Ene- 
mies to the fifth Synod. Secondly, (which is worfe) 
The whole ftory of this Banifhment and Releafe is fa- 
bulous: For no Author but Anaftafus mentions this 
laft Exile,who is very fabulous,and here much miftaken ; 4, ) Anaftal 
for he faith, Pelagius was prefent at this Releafé, and apua Baron. 
then fet free (w). Whereas Vidor , who then was at 4ms5 4 
ConStantinople faith, Vigilius died in Sicily the 161) Year P444-0.1- 
after Ba/ilius his Confulfhip (x), and that Pelagius was Pe Meas by: 
not re-Called from banifhment till the year after Vigi- (naj legs 7) 
lius his death, and fo could not (as Anaftafius faith) be pot. conful 
releafed with him (y). Befides, Anaftafius {peaks only Bafl. 
of one banifhment of Vigilius, for refufing to reftore AAs oh 
Anthimius , near two years after his coming to Con/tan- concn 
tinople, in the life-time of Theodara(z), (who died Anno (2)Vid. Anaftaf. 
548, according to Baronins (a) ); and this isthe banith. vita Vigslii, 
ment from which Vigilius was releafed at the Intreaty (a)Barow.An. 
Of Narfes, according to Anaftafinss and fo both Bej- 548-P.369. 
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()Belarms.4. larmin and Senders affirm from the Pontifical( }): 


de Pont.Rom. 
¢.10. Sand, de 
vifibil. Monar. 
lib.7. 


(c)Baron.An. 
547°P.357- n. 
27.&An.552. 


pag.387.n ds 


(a)id.An.5 46. 
P-3 47-054: 


(e)Barou.An. 


55 3-Pag- 43 5- 
n.222. 


é f )id..47.55 4 
pag.445-n-6. 
Bin.not. ad 
Concil,5. 


p74 


ég)Procop. de 
bell. Gothico, 
}3. 


Wherefore they and all Writers place this banifhment 
of Vigilius divers years before the fifth Council, held 
Anno 553: So that the Exile after the fifth Council is 
a meer Forgery of Baronius, who openly contradicts 
his Author, as if he miftook the time (c) , only becaufe 
the real time of Vigilius’s Exile will not ferve his defign 
to excufe the Pope from dying in Herefie. He rejesa 
Story about Vigilius, told by Anaftafius as a manitelt 
Lye, only becaufe neither Facundus nor Procopius men- 
tion it(d). By which Arguing it will appear, not only 
that Vigilius was not banifhed after the fifth Council, 
but that he was not banifhed at all, becaufe neither /7- 
étor, Liberatus, Evagrius nor Procopius,who then lived (and 
Vidor is very particular in naming all that were exiled 
for this Caufe ) do not once mention Vigilius his being 
banifhed, no, nor Photius, Zonaras, Cedrenus, Glicas nor 
Nicephorus. And Platina , with other Weltern Writers 
take up this Fable upon the credit of Anajtafius, and 
Baronius improves it to ferve aturn. But Baronius asks, 
If it be likely Fufinian would {pare Vigélius (e)? I 
reply, Yes; becaufé he wasa weak and inconftant man; 
and he having fo great a Poft, ‘Fu/timian chole rather to 
connive at him, than co harden others by punifhing 
him, whom he reprefents to the fifth Council, as one 
who condemned the three Chapterss for which Reafon 
alfo he is not condemned by Name in the 5+ Council. 
Secondly, Baronius tells us of great Liberties, Gifts, &c. 
given to Vigilius upon his releafe and fending home, 
which he brings as a proof of his confent to the fifth 
Council (f): Whereas that Sanction granting fome 
Priviledges to Italy is dated in Auguft , the 28th year of 
Fuftinian; and Vigilius ( according to Victor, an Eye- 
witnefs) died not till the 3144 of Fuftinian. So that 
thefe Liberties were promifed to Vigilius and other 
Romans long before the Council, while Vigiliws and 
the Emperour were very kind (g), w%. in the 23th of 
Fuftinian, but performed five year after; yet three years 
before Vigilivs death, and fo his dying ctore his cere 
wit 
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(x)Id.ibid. — neral Council (x). Bellarmine alfo urges this. for a 
pe 44, Rule (y), but the matter of Fa@ fufficiently confutes 

(2) Bellar. 3c them, fince this Council which did Decree contrar 
Concil. lib. 2. : 
capt. to the Popes Sentence, is and was always held 
lawful. So was the fecond General Council good 
and valid, being confirmed by an imperial Edi& in 
Fuly, An. 381 (%), though Damafus did not fo much 
as hear of it, till after the Council of Aquileia held in 
Poin thid.n. September that year (a); and it feems by Pope Gregory, 
97. pag. that the Roman Church till his time had not received 
(6) Greg. M. hb. the Canons cf it(¢). Yea, the third Canon which 
6. Epil, 31. Damafus and Leo (c) both condemned, and which Br 
(c) lhe a nius faith, the Roman Church rejects to this day (d) ; Yet 
el uw all the while it was held Authentick, and by it Ana- 
(a) Bin.notis tolius held the fecond place at Chalcedon, and Eutychius 
in Concil.Con- in the 5¢@ Council 5 by it St. Chryfoftom depofed and 
fiantinep-% — ordained Bifhops, and held a Council in Afia: So that 
| both Canons and Cuftom had fetled this Rule, as is 
(e) Concil.chal. proved in the Council of Chalcedon (e). And Fuftini- 
ced. A&.16- an made thole Canons of this fecond Council to be 
Bin.Tom.2. inferted into the Dypticks , and to be read in 
part PS 33° Churches (f):So that Canons are good and valid, with- 
CF Bie "3" out the Popes Approbation, as well as Councils, whofe 
P “Decrees have their force from the Subfcriptions of the 
( g) Ewfeb: de Major part of Bifhops there prefént (g) , though two 
vita Conant. of the Popes Legates (4), or ten others did diffent (3), 
1. 3.c. 13. efpecially when the Emperor confirms them by his 
Digelt. lib. 5. EdiG&, as Constantine did thofe of Nice, Theodofius thofe 
Cn eoaal ;, of the fecond General Council, &c.In like manner 
Cohé. J 4ftinian confirmed this 5:6 Council: And fo it was 
(i) Concil. valid without the Popes confent; though abfent Bi- 
Chal. A&. 4. fhops, (others as well as thofe of Rome,) were defired 
to confirm a Council after it was paft, not to give any 
new Authority to it, but to preferve Unity, and to 

fhew the Orthodoxy of thefe abfent Bifhops. 


(x) Baron. An. 
~ 384. num, 80. 


Chap.xx. 
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Chap. xx. Omitting the 1 9th Chapter, which treats 
of General Councils at large, we proceed to Baronins 
defler and remoter obje@ions againft this Council: He (#) Baron. an. 
begins with Fuftinian who called and confirmed it, °°: P28: 139 
whom he taxes 1/7 for want of learning, callin baits os or total 
an illiterate man wh : p Fi aa 
man who could not read a Letter (4), for 32. 4m. 546. 
which he-cites Suida, a late fabulous, yea an Hereti- pag: 344. 0. 
cal Author (1); But Platina commends Fuftinian for 41+ 40:551- 
his great Learning and Wic(m). So allo Trithemius P28 38%™ > 
Witte eine reckon him among Ecclefiaftical (7) Pofovin. 
/- Eope. dgatho and the 6b Council. cite Apparat. verbo 
him as one of the venerable Fathers and Witnefles Suidas. 
of the Truth (0): Liberatus, an Enemy of his menti- (%) 2/4tim vit 
ons his writing a Book againft the Acephali (p). | Proco- Boe ye 
ins {peaks of his lj ; Lae fy . (a) Trithem. 
pius peaks | great diligence in reading the Chri: jib. de Script 
ftian Writings (7): So that Gotofred in his Preface to Ecclef. i 
the Inftituces fhews, this is a meer a Calumny of (9) Coneil. 6. 
haa 3 pa Baronius greedily repeats it over and Overs a & pa 
of pure malic 1 : pte hgh 
Oil ae a Fe re pec Emperor. His fecond (5) rit, brev. 
» for preluming to meddle in Caufes cap. 24. ¢ 
of Faith, and making Laws for. Priefts (r). . But did (q) Procop. 1.3. 
not all the Religious Kings of Fudab do fo? Did not ¢€ bell. Goth, 
Conftantine, the two Theodofii and Martin the fame 2) 2” 
And the sé Council highly commend hin for'it (s) :°2° 802 
The Code of Theod ei oc Bi 
: ofius, his Code and the Authenticks 382. 4553 
fufficiently prove this was done by the beft of Princes. pag. 439.0237 
Thirdly, He.reproaches him for his facrilegious Fury, () Concil. 5- 
in perfecuting Vigilins (+). Now I have proved before Colt g2 
this beating and banifhing of the Pope is a meer Fa- ae ane 
ble (4); and if he was perfecuted, or rather punithed (2) pati 
it was for Herefie; and Con ft antine, Theodofius the elder 551-pag- 382+ 
and younger, and Martian are commended for the™ 2 4 55? 
fame Acts againft the Arrians , Macedonians, Nefto.P°8 327-"* 
rians and Eutychians, and St. Augustin juftifies his ee 
eae (wv). Fourthly, He charges him with fal- (a) See Chap. 
ing into the Herefie of the Incorrupticole in his Jaft 16 & 17. 
days, writing an Edi& for it, and madly perfecuting “) 7%: Hib. 


all the Orthodox, efpecially Ewtychius Bithop of Ga en ee 
fanrinople ae 
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(x) Baron, An, fpantinople for oppofing it, for which he Rails intollera- 
563-pag. 483.Dly at him, faying all Authors, Greek and Latin ats 
484,485. n.  teft this (x): Finally he dooms him to Hell for this (7). 
1,2,657, & Bue firft, fufinian did not publifhfuch an Edié as Eve- 
# ne oa grius and Nicepborus, his two main Witneffes atteft (z); 
hoa. 7” and Baronius owns asmuch: And ViGor Bithop of Tunen, 
(y) Baron..4n, Who faffered (under ‘Fuffinian) Imprifonment, and 
565. pag-497, {peaks hardly of him, is filent as to this Edi@; bute 
&e. n.6-  fhews he continued conftant to his Edi@ againft the 
Ee gia three Chapters to his very death (2), wherein he owns 
40.Nicepblib. all the former General Councils : And it is fo fat 
17.6 30. from truth, that all Writers, Greek and Latin char ¢ bim 
Baron. An.$65+ with that Herefie, that neither Procopius, Agathus, Vi- - 
ae cor nor Liberatus do #t, wor Damaicen, though he treat 
pa NG this Herefie (b), wor Marcellinus, Bede, mor Anafta- 
Juftin. fius: Suidas faith, he was moff Orthodox; Aimonius and 
(6)Damfacen. Paulus Diaconus affirm, he was for bw Faith a Catho- 
lib.de Heref. fick (c): And twenty other eminent Writers (cited 
Oe. Sp by this Author), do all give him a great Character ; 
orc. 8. Paul, arid Pope Gregory (d) with many others after his 
Diac. de gett, death, beftow on him the Title of Pious and of facred 
Lang.l.1.c. Memory. Baronius names but three Authors for this. 
mn Page Slander: Firlt, Nicepborus, whoin Poffevine calls Hereti- 
Ag iRetty 7. cab and Erroneous im Hiftory (e); and the Cardinal in 
Ep. io. & lib, this Relation judges him to be 4 Fool (f), and gene- 
3. Ep. 4. rally he is but Ewagrias his Ape. His fecond Witnefs 
(ec) Pofivin.in is Euftatbius (g): But Surias is. generally .ftuffed with 
verb. Nicepho- fabulous Writers, and fach is this Eufathius falfly pre- 
Cf) parow. An, tended to have writ Eatychins his Life 5 for neitherPhorius, 
$63. pag. 484. 2rithemius, Poffevine nor Sixtus Senenfis mention any 
n, 8. fuch Writer: And the Story is full of Lyes; for he 
(g) Exftath, makes Entychius to come to Con/tantinople to the 5th 
a Sur. 6-APri- Council, and then to be chofen Bifhop after Adenmas 
(b) See before death, who. died five years before this Council (4) ; 
Chap.16. And. this. Eutychins was chofen full four yearsbefore it: 
(i) Baron, An. And he reckons that Eatychius was Banifhed twelve 
594» Pag 493: years (i), whereas two years after his Banifhment he 
(A Hite, crowned Faffiniws (ky, and was actually Patriarch 
Mitel. libs, When ‘fu/tinaess was fick, and nominated Tsberius his 


affociate 
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affociate (7), and fo could not (as this Fabler pretends,)(/) Zona».Tom, 
be defired from Banifhment after Tiberius Reign began 3:¥it juftin. 
with Fuftin (m) ; yet to make out this Lye, Anasta- (m) Baron. An. 
fius his latine Verfion of Nicephorus adds ten years to 578. pag.s67. 
Fohn Succeffor of Eutychius, and makes him fit twelve? >: 

year and feven Months (#), who in Nicephorus fat but wy Leh ee 
two yearsand feven Months. °*Tis true, Eutychins was oh ae 
Banifhed by fujtinian, but it was for Prophefying of his 
Succeffors (0), and for holding the Herefie of Origen (0) Baron, An. 
as Pope Gregory witnefleth (p), againft which Fu/ti- 578. pag.so6. 
nian had put out an Edict, and which was fentenced ® 2- 

in the 54 Council (4). And it was for oppofing this {?/ Cres. Mag. 
Edi&, not an Heretical Edi@ that Eurychins was Bani ¢p. ¢ MO 
fhed : So that thirdly , Baronius hath no Author for tipiaciafat. 
this Slander of Fustinian’s being an Heretick, but Eve. Brev. cap. 24. 
grius, who is owned by allto be a moft fabulous Au- 2470%.47.538. 
thor, (as is proved in the Hiftory here very fully by 228: 281-733: 
many inftances ) Now what is his credit againft “Satake f 
many truer and better Hiftorians? Finally, Whereas 

Baronius reviles Fuftinian as a deftroyer of the Empire 

andthe Church, This Author largely proves out of the 

beft Hiftorians , that ‘Fufinian wasa Wife, Pious and Scbarthek 
ViGorious Prince, the beft Emperor as to his Laws, iid acai 
his Buildings, his Wars, and his Love to Religion that cap. 20. pag. 
ever fat on the Throne Imperial, to which the Rea- 349, &c. 


der is referred (7). Ys Baron. o 
§. pag. 2266 


Chap. xxi. In like manner the Cardinal reviles 77 biol sia tae 
dora the Emprefs, as a Wicked, Heretical , Sacrilegious,0. 123. am 
Mad Woman, Strook with death by Heavens vengeance upon $3°%- P2g.275- 
Vigilius Excommunicating ber (s). But other Authors ps ek See 
fay, fhe was like her Husband in her Studies and Man- coe 
ners (#): Yea, the Emperor gives her an excellent Manaf. Annals 
Chara@er in his very Laws (4): He allo Gw) , and pag. 87. 
the 6rb Council after her death, call her @ Woman of (#) Fufin. no- 
Pious Memory (x). Nor ought Baronius to revile hens te yi 
for thrufting Astbimins an Heretical Moniter into the”? pi sitare 
See of Conftantinople, as he doth (dn. 535. pag. 226. (x) Concil. 6. 
ut fupr.) fince there he owns, that at his Election Ads, & Adhs 

he 


30 4 The Hiftory of the Fifth Council. 


he feemed a Chatholick , and that fhe favour. 
(y) Baron. 4n.ed him as Orthodox (y) ; yea, he carried it fo as to 
535. pag.227- feem fuch to all(%). As toher contending with Vigi- 
(x) Ibid. pag. Jigs two years about the Reftitution of Aathimius, 
233-80» . which Baronius relates, (An §47. pag. 357+) itis ameer 
Fable, for that Caufe of <Anthimius was determined 
long before; and Victor faith, that Vigilins and Theo. 
dora agreed after he came to Conftantinople, and that 
(a) Fistoris, the perfuaded himto condemn the three Chapters (a). 
Chronie.4x.2.. And he (who beft knew) faith, ic was Pope Agapetus 
pott. Conf.Baf- who excommunicated Theodora, (then favouring the 
(2) Idem in  Acephali) (4): So that Vigilius is by the Scribes mi- 
At ea, ftake, put for Agapetus in Gregory (c), as appears by his 
ta aches {peaking -of the taking of Rome by the Goths immedi- 
Regni. ately after, which was the Sacking it by V7tiges after 
(c) Greg. Mag. Agapetus his time, or by Totilas, which was (not after, 
lib. 2.Ep.36. but) before this pretended Sentence of Vigilins againft 
(a) Baron. dn, Theodora,viz. that year Vigilias came to Con/tantinople (d). 
$47. pag-383 From all which it is manifeft, that this Pope did never 
%& 356 = = Excommunicate Theodora at all, whoin her latter Days 
was QOrthodox, but hated by the Neftorians, for 
joyning with ‘fustinian in condemning the three 
Chapters, which alfo raifes Baronius his {pleen againft 
her. 


Chap. xxii. His next attempt is againft the three 

Chapters, which he wifhes had been condemned to 

(c) Baron. 4x, Eternal filence, buried and extinguifhed (e), adding 
547-Page 362+ it had been better for the nurch es ane ave been 
ee fpoken of (f), viz. becaufe of the Troubles enfuing : 
of Herat t reply, fo < was about the words suotaG & xs 
237. sa@-: But this fettled the true Faith, as it did alfo that 
Controverfie , and (by Providence ) fhews us, that a 


Pope may Err in matters of Faith. 


Chap. xxiil. 
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Chap. xxii, After this he Rails at the Edi, calling 
it a Seed plot of diffention (zg), and faying it was con-(g Baron. an. 
trary to the three Chapters of the Council of Chalce- 534. pag.199. 
don; and (as Facundus affirms,) contrary to fustinian’s™ 2! a 
own Faith, and writ by Hereticks (4); andthe Cardi-”)!4 54 u 
nal faith ic was writ by Theodorus Bithop of Caefurea (i) 4% 7” i 
again{ft whom he every where Rails as a FaGtious and (:) 1a. ibid. 
Schiimatical Man, yea, an Heretick, and obftinate O. (é) Baron. An. 
rigenift (4), a moft wicked Wretch, and a plague to the 551-P38- 381. 4 
whole Church (/): But as to the Edi&, ic is in defence Bs eee i 
of the Council of Chalcedon, and to fay otherwife, is seat i 
to condemn the 544 General Council, who often de- 
clare .as much: Yea, Baronius elfwhere in contradidi- 
on to himfelf faith, this Edi@ is a Confefion of Juttini- 
ans right Faith, a Catechi{m and exaG declaration of the 
Catholick Fait (m). And he might as well call the (m) Baron. An. 
Decrees of Nice, or other General Councils Seed-plots 534. pag. 199. 
of diflention ; yea, the Gofpel it felf may be fo calum-%- 2! 
niated (#7): Nor do Liberatus, Facundus and Vigilius (as (#) Luke xii. 
he faith, ) declare that Theodorus writ this Edi@ (DD otPo 81: 
Liberatus only faith, he fuggefted it to the Emperor, 2% 
to condemn the three Chapters by a Book, to be diGated a Shao! 
by the Emperor, which he promifed todo (p) : Facun- (p) Tinen 
dusnames not Theodorus, but faith, They were willing to breviar. cap. 
believe it was writ by the Adverfaries of the Truth ( q);7* 
which was but-a conje@ture, and is as falfe as what he ‘7) 7" 
next {peaks of it, being contrary to the Emperors own pf a AES 
Faith. And Vigilins words cited by Baronias Crightly a 5 ne 
con{trued) fhew only, that when the Edi& was read 
in the Pallace, Theodorus required the Bifhops to favour 
it by his words (r); however this paflage is taken out ¢y pipi7 
of a forged Epiftle of Vigilius (s), wherein Mennas i pine 
5 CRASS 1S Baron. ibideny 
faid to be excommunicated the 25¢h year of “fuftinian, (s) vid Rp. ap. 
who died the 21/# year of that Emperor: Sothat none 5/#ium.Tom.2 
of his Evidence do prove, that Theodorus writ this E- P27: 2+ p2g-12* 
di&: And for his oppofing Vigilius his Decree of fi- “7% °°! 334 
lence, we fhewed before there was no fuch Decree (t), (t) Seé Cl 
te maine at be 1ap. 
nor could he lead Jusfinian into the Herefie of the 16. 


mph? jouer: sn : 
* aa oY 2 : ’ 
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(u) SeeChap. Incorrupticole, becaufe the Emperor never held it («), 
20. and his only Witnefles, that Theodorus was an Origenift 
Heretick, are’ Facundus and Liberatus: Now Facundas 

is an Heretick, condemned by the 912 General Coun- 

cil; for writing in defence of the three Chapters, and 


(w) Vid. Po a malicious Enemy of Theodorus (v): And fo. was Libe- 
Jevin, Appar. rgtys, for which caufe Bellarmine (x), Barenius (7) and 


verbo.(Facun- a : ; ay s1t4 ‘. 
aah Poffewine (z%) advife us to read him cautioufly, efpeci- 


(x) Bellarm, ally in fuch things as he borrowed from ‘the - Neftori- 
deConcil. kr. ans, and what he faith of the 54 Council ,. Profeffz 
c. 5. inimicitie [ufpicionem habent mendacy (a). And this is 
(y) Baron. 2p certainly fo, for how could he hold Origen’s Herefies, 
Bin. notis m 4 roe g i ; pEpee 
T sberat. breve WHO fubcribed the 514 Council wherein Origen is by 
pag.193. fame condemned (4)? And among other Bifhops, no 
(x) Pofevin. doube he had fubfcribed ‘Fuftinian’s Edict againft Ori- 
apparat. verbo. pey2s Errors (c), otherwife he could not have been fo 
CLiberatus.). familiar with the Emperor, nor fo beloved by him as 
Ge) a. Liberatus (the Author of this Calumny) reports him to 
Apol. I. have been: So that Theodorus was always Orthodox, 
(3) Concil. s+ and his advifing this Edi@ is no proof it was againit the 
Collat. 8. Art’ Faith. 

xi. Biv. 116. 


ae 7 syn,  Chap.xxiv.Baronius and Binias do attempt after this to 


Mn. $38. pag. queftion the A&sof the 5#4 Council,not indeed in any 
293. main thing concerning their not condemning,orVigélius 

not defending the three-Chapters (which is our Point,) 

but in lefler matters, fuch as may be objected againit 
(d) Sce inftan- all the General Councilsin the World (2); which there- 
ces in the Au-. fore if the objections were true, would not take away 
thor. Vigil. the Authority of this Géneral Council, whofe Ads are 
dorm. pag+37® 45 wel] preferved as any, and better than any of the 
yiiny & other Councils, except Chalcedon , that went before it.. 


Chap. xxv. The firft Corruption they charge thefe 

Aé&s withis, that they add to the Acts of Chalcedon (in 

reciting them) thefe words—which Fe/us Christ our Lord 

ey js one of the Trinity, which words fome ({ufpetted of En- 
\¢) Baron. At: sychignifm,) would have added to the Council of Chalce- 
2S Pe 433° don, but could not obtain it (e). But firft, it was- no Zu- 
é Oates tychian 
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tychian H 
Be Jeretic 
at ees ee: 
Epiftle ans Satna a see ia denied it CF one of the 
hi ee ae in sie Ea it, and te pute (f) Dienyf. 
im ict Ov : uncil of 1t ic in Exig. i 
who deni tan Edicdt of Chalced a ee Preef. 
enied i i&t for it agai cedon (¢); addeeit Perc, 
Eutychti 1c, whe e ic againt{t I ig 9 and Bi pi . Procl, 
tychians (4) ; aes he alfc the Neftori 3ib. patiun 
confirms ? which Edi o Anath 2 ans, Tom. iii 7 
» and dict ematizes the Cg) 7 
aa Doan: g@ Sac ars en be shee bee ate Fa () Juin Lege 
erefore th e Faith eto th A : um.Trin, 
j ofe of the e Apoito- rae 
aie was snclodonks, who aah taba Church (4) (h) Baron, Ana 
panes falfly faye CB) E not be Pavchian of the Treks pag. ! gm 
ies this Ir But B : hian Her . I.n. 7, &c ‘ 
. uth. Ar O01 Le retick rr > Co 
pe A to the ba, Sud thofe Mock. a Neftorian who hel An. 
eeainl the Renocas of Chalcedon, bas id’ not feek to/;) ; 5 on 
Ans i the time af ey) this was tee mney declared sf Idem. 47, 

r in ° @g ' . e 8 19. ‘2 
ae g it,) nor doth ymif{da, (who wa of batCount& s4:heo t 
Ww er of the Council the 514 Synod s Heretical in Ba 
ee 4 (/) ) who Rc of Chalcedon, ae it as the 

ouncil of Chalced as Orthodo -as their own (2 Conci 
ase tf: om, and he isa No in the Collate 
C T4T . Bin. 
orian who d ies Toh! hay 
Acs, Was eu eaidieen: objeéts, S at 
to sec ehas aid to a econd { (m) Bar 
; ibe his, which | have denied the Loa hey in thefe A ie 
rruption of oth give thi sand Biniu  (q) Bin 
3 dis t this ° s Calls ip sale 1 ; 
Gite inne neat |B cal 7c 
: s. where it i ‘rupted as well ap.172. Lab 
Fasden: e it is faid , and Po prove 732 ae 
enied i he dur be Gregory's Epi 
bevdia ie it to be his (0) turk not confefs ee s Epi- (0) Edifum . 
tans at si ity by the Bie the 572 cat aes thant me 
eave dp . erlocuti capes: Ci . ag. 161.La 
fivelvntn cedon (p). A din Ne RE ee Lab, 
: y in. one i nd thoug! (x Metropol 707. Greg. M. 
it, that \b place,that th gh Baronius d poli- Epi. 5 3. lib, 
é as con ; : etrue Adis of O fay 9 3. lib. 
cites thofe felled it to b ie pal Chal pO 7: 
ve eb cedon have ' 
og ape tote meer 
Piste condemned Sass to be the Epistle Pagal inate a ae) 
he matter is, that Ib eabfolued (r). A af Ibas, and hoe 
: Called CyriJ an Her denied at Ch nd the truthof ie aro A 
eretick afterthe eee that pele n. i be 69. 
Rees nion: But we () lng 32. 
(pa . 
have 826.071, 


8 


: divers 
ine is Epiftle ; Ce 
before, that _ herein eal “ 4 ra sn 
hav roved be Union, een the words o Council. 
ve) 4 befole fait ch pile d in the 52h 
ey (s)5 Sec he is cenfu 
reti AIC 
; : for w 
(s) See ae Epiftle, 
10. 


he 
cts fay, t ; 
Jges that pul ogee 
. Pr e alledg ned the cp th demon- 
vil. H dem he ha ; 
Ban ron went the Ace OF Chae 
Council of ith is untrue, e the Ads of th of them 
Which he fai trary out o Lye (@), a corrupted : 
ed the con his another he Aéts are they fay 
ron. ut f{trat Ary: Calls c that t d: for 7S 
(t) A is (m) and eae as an inftance cil iS SCAR He ek Manas ae 
fupr i, notis “, ing this hole Coun iftle of Iba they a 
(4) Bin. op 2.) §1V13 fo, the w this Epi and that ir main 
wt fupr. (lit. But if d over: that t Chalcedon, indeed their ho 
over an he definitions a d it was i Council, Ww 
’ c ; ) > an to that fi re they 
ned by t d this (2) ; ntrary iltle befo 
trate : s con Epi nius 
oncil.¢. sae ies thew it wa n his own vais and Sats e; 
si Bin. Si age to tas And if ‘CME ee 
Sears aah d him im (x): £ ra Dis Le- 
Vee naegal ive site ae Nh ade meh Kage std 
‘d. Cok his be falfe, lfo w o Chalcedon, fince the 
(x) Ibid. fay t Gregory a nition at And ius 
6. Bin. 91, and Pope to the defi Council (9). for Nestor f 
Lab. $17. ele. 3; contrary by the sth ll Writings dgment o 
pift ollowed au forbids a ve the Ju 8 Epiftle 
exactly fe £ Chalcedon nd appro ed this Ep oe 
.M, cil of iftle is,) a condemn till he An 
( 9) Greg . Coun sthis Epi who ive Ibas, is Cere 
lib. 7.in d. 2 (fuch as se epg ae ‘Danae (%) ; Re ai 
eretical,) ius and fifth, di 
. Sane ald ide ‘as well as the 
(x) pee ae ae Council as imius accufe the 
abel ay: Epiftle. ius and rating the Con- 
aa ee fs, see Again, catacte in omitti brief touch 
(anne 4.40. . XXVUL defects, ts only a ; forthe 
POPOL AN Council f Origen, al noto ntly, in : 
a2! tion o this is a note tranfie but ex 
Bin age ike Gs Beaty domed Origen na (ts ease 
Conc. 5 a 8 unci Nn con cm d IS x they 
172. yi Cg 5th seh Vigilius fey Origen A ioe in fay are the 
(2) Co Bin. they an nathemati Cardinal m nd then tha three 
79. Lab. 49 P e): An ufe of 
¢) ib. Collat.8 tings ( dled the ca 
Se pag. 116. firit han 
Lal. $75. 


+ 


The Hifory of the Fifth Council. 309 


three Chapters (d): For Nicephorus faith, they read the ¢4) Baron. An. 
Libels againft the impious Opinions of Origen, the fecond 553- P88: 44° 


Seffion (e): But indeed this Council did not aireth (e) Niceph. }. 


condemn Origen, but only mention his being condem- 17+ ¢: 27: oe 
ned in that Age, by moft of the Bifhops ptefent in ere a 
this Council, about 1§ year before (in Jenna's Synod) *°?” 
upon an Ediét of Fu/tinian, to which the Weftern Bi- 

fhops had fubfcribed (f), which both Evagrius, Nice- (f) Baron.An 
phorus and others miftake for this st4 Council: So that ¢38. pag: 280. 
the Cardinal and Binius are both out, in charging the» 29, &c. 
omiflion of Fuftinian’s Edit, as a defe@ in thefe 

Ads (g). For that Edi& was not fent to this 5t4 Coun- 

cil, but to Menna’s Synod; and that Epiftle which Bi- (g) Biren Ad. 
wius hath added to thefe Ads as Fu/tinian’s, is a late 553. pag. 44@. 
extract out of ‘fu/tinian’s large Decree: Yez, Didymus & Bin. ut fupr 
and Evagrius, who they fay were condemned in this @) 

sth Council, were not condemned there except in 
general words (4), as holding with Origen in the point (4) Concil, g. 
of prxexiftence (i). So that it is falfe and malicious Collat. 8. Bim 
in Baronius and Binius to charge Theodorus of Cafa- 116. Lab.175. 
rea(k), with ftealing thefe things out of the A@s of Anath As 
this Council, which were never in them ; upon an (Cont: 


2 Feat Stet S11 Nicen. 2.AQ.1. 
unjuft furmife and flander of his being infected with (b) Bae te 


Origens Herefie. 553. Pag. 44.0. 
Ne 2440 

Chap. xxix. Like to this, is their pretence that thefe aa bee 

Ac&ts want the Emperors Epiftle (4), which he and 1a ree 

Binius add out of Cedrenus, and thence infinuate the (7) Baron.ibid. 

Adéts are defedtive: But Fu/tinian’s only trueEpiftle fent Bin. & Lab. ib. 

to the Council is extant in the A@s (m), of which () Concil. 53 

this is an Epitome by an ignorant hand, which {aith Coll. 1. 

Eutyches approved the Opinions of Nefforius ; and that 

Neftorius was the Mafter of Theodorus, whereas Fulti- 

nians true Letter and the Council teach that he was 

his Scholar: And are not. the Cardinal and Binius 

rare menders of Councils, who would fupply. their pre- 

tended defects with fuch Stuff as this? : 


Cha p. XXX. 
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Chap. xxx. Barouius alfo obje&ts, that the Cont itution 
of Vigilius wbich evidently belongs to this Synod, is known 
(m) Baron. An. to be ‘taken away out of the Ads (m). It. is granted, it 
553: P88-493- hears date the 14 of May, upon which the-fifth Colla- 
nt 474EC * on Of this Council was had, but was fent to the Em- 
peror firft,and by him confidered,and then offered to the 
(2) Bin. notis Counfil the fixth Collation, Aday 19tb as Binius owns (2). 
in Concil. 5. But indeed the Council never réad this publickly, nor 
peg.176. Lab namedit or Vigilius; to prevent offences, they confuted it 
738. indeed, and publithed his Letters to Rufticus and Sebafti- 
(0) Concil. g. annus, which contradi& the Conftitution (0); but: for 
Collar. 7. his Credit (as Baronius owns,) thought . fit to fay no- 
(p) Baron. An. thing of his Conftitution (p): And therefore , if this 
553, pag.434- Conftitution were ftollen out of the Aés, it -was by the 
n. 218: Roman Church, to cover their Fathers nakednefs, and 
conceal his Herefie, 


Chap. xxxi. Laftly, He and Binius fay, the A&s wane 
the aflignation of a Patriarchal Seat to FSerufalem, and 
(q) Baron. dn, taking two Provinces out of Antioch, and two out of 
553- pag.440, Alexandiia to put under it, which being by Leo Oppo- 
$e Als fed at Chalcedon , was now pafied contrary to the old 
Bel fact ea 4. Order eftablifhed at Nice (q): Which is not true, for 
diya it had the Title of a Patriarchate long before this 
(r) Bellarm. deCouncil (r), and the jurifdi@ion over the three Pale 
Pont. |. 1.c.24- ffinas was affligned it at Chalcedon (¢); which Binius 
(#)-Goncil. in his Notes on ‘that Council, and Baronius alfo ex. 
ae \ prefly affirm (#): Yet here in their Account of the 
(4) Concil.  §#6 Council, the Cardinal molt falfly fays, fuvenalis 
Chalced.ap. got this Decree to pafs in the abfence of the Pope’s ° 
Baron. Anas \«T egates , (Baron. an §§3. pag. 44.1.) Butif we confult 
Sef. 8+ pag> the Council , The Popes Legates firft {poke in this Caufe, 
(eis and. exprefly gave their confent toit (wv); And though 
Chal. A&.7. perhaps Pope Leo afterwards might oppole this, (as 
Bin. pag. 271. Baronius faith) that only fhews how little a Popes Au- 
(«) Concil. fub-ehority was valued ;,fince inthe Council: of. Mennas 
Men, AGS Bi -F bys Bifhop of Ferufalem held a Synod, and prefided 
Page 734. Lab. 
pag. 187, Over all the Bifhops of the three Pale/tinas (x). And 


Baronius 
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Barowius recites the Title of another Council at Ferx- ih 
falem, where Peter the Patriarch prefided over all the 

Bifhops of the three Palefinas, 17 years before this C4) Boros An 
fifth Council (y) 3 which fhews,that Ferufalem had the §36.pag.265. 
Title and JurifdiGion of a. Patriarch by virtue of the & ap.eimp 766 
Canon at Chalcedon, and that Baronius and Binius are £74p-275- 
ridiculous and impudent to urge the want of a Fi@ion 

of Gul.Tyrius (retuted by Berterius (x) ) asa defe& in (#Berteriidi- 
the Acts of this General Council. itl he 


Chap. xxxii. The Cardinal obje&salfo fpurious and F 
falfe Additions: made to thefe Ads (a): And he in- (a)Beron,'4n: i 
ftances in the Monothelites, who in the fixth Synod are 553- P.399. 
proved to have added 24 Leaves to thefe Acts (b), as dgdliad shit 
alfotwo Epiftles of Vigilius to Fuftinian and Theodora (c). (Byibidp aa 
Bur though this be true (4), yet thofé corrupt Additions n.244. 
were detected and razed out in the fixth Council’, and (c)Baromib. 
our Aéts of the fifth Council have not one of thofe(#Vid: Concil. 
Heretical Additions, but follow thofe true Copies which 6.4.3.5 1 4 
were extant in Gregory’s time, and: thofe by which 
(7o years after his death) the falfe Copies were detected 
in the fixth Council,fo.that this is. meer Sophiltry(e). As (c)Baron. its: 
is alfo his Pretence , That the Laws of Theodofius , re- ARLES 
cited in the fifth Collation againft Nefforius, are diffe. 
rent from thole inthe Code and in the Ephefize Coun- 

-cil(f).. For there is but. one Law againft Nestorius (£)Barom. 42 
in the Code(g), different. from thefe, which mention $53-P:4°3. 
his former Condemning the Neftorians; but thefe Laws 2-+°- 

: ( g)Cod.Theo- 
were again{t Diodorus and Theodorus ,. as well asthe Ne. dof Tit.de hace 
ftorians, at the Armenian Monks Petition(4). Andreleé. 
note, That all Zheodofius his Laws again{ft Hereticks, (4) Concil.s. 
are not in.his Code; for that Law in the Ephefine ©ll.s.: 
Council againft the Neftorians, was .a-true Law of this 
Empereurs(7) : And another in.the Council of Chalce- a hettls 
don(k), which Baronixs owns-for true Laws of Theodo- Lye gi 
fias; yet.neither of them are in the Code; fo that he (é)Id.An.449..- 
may as well fay thofe Acts are corrupted as thefe. be- p.t03.n.13.09 » 
caufe thofe Laws are not there. 


(i) Baron: Ane - 


Chap. . 
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Chap. xxxiii. Again, Baronius faith , That Epiftle of 

Theodoret’s to Ne/rortus intimating his agreeing with that 

Heretick and rejecting Cyril after the Union, is a fpu- 

(1) Baron, dn. rious addition to thefe Ads (/); which he proves by 
436.Tom.5.  Leontius (m), who affirms fome fuch Letters to be fii- 
pag-658.n.10- tious, But will the Cardinal allow him to be good Eyi- 
Sarai in dence, where hemakes but 22 Canonical Booksof the 
dé Ais. Old Teftament (2)? And doth he not commend Theo- 
(n)Leont.cap.2. dorus of Mop{veftia and Diodorus,and deny that ever The- 
(o)Ibid. cap.4. odoret agreed with Ne/forius (0)? But even Baronius owns 
(p)Baron.An. him to have been a Neftorian (p); fo that in this cafe 
4 rnnee. es Leontius is of no Credit. But that which is yet more 
fay {ftrange, That the Cardinal (in contradiétion to him- 
{elf ) repeats and owns this very Epiltle read in the 

fifth Council , to have been writ by Theodoret after the 

y ay as Union to Nefforias, and that he favoured him ftill(q); 
1.80. yet he brags, there isno mention of Theodoret’s being 
addicted to Neforius after the Peace made, and that 

his Epiftles to Diofcoras and: Leo fufficiently wipe: off 

(r)Id.4.436- that Afperfion (r). . But thofe Epiltles are fufpicious , as 
apy A firft appearing out of a Vatican Copy. And whereas 
BE BA go.the. Union with Cyril was made dn, 4.32. (s); thefe 
(s)Baron.4n. Epiftles were writ long after that to Diofcoras, An.444, 
432-p.626. and that to Leo, An. 449. So that if thefe Epiftles 
Relet were genuine, they do not prove he was Orthodox till 
ten or twelve year after the Union. But two things 

prove them fpurious: Firft, Teodoret boalts in them 

both, that he had been’26 years a Bifhop, and a 

Preacher at Antioch , yet none ever reproved his De- 

c&trin; yea, that his Seafe and the Churches always 

agreed, having never been accufed by any,nor accufed 

(t) Epiftolad any (#). Which is an horrid falfhood ; for had he not 
Diofe, Baron. been reproved by Cyril, depofed by a General Council, 
An.444-8 ad and fubf{cribed the Condemnation of Cyril? Secondly, 
xem-An-s49 Th both thefé Epiftles he faith, he had been 26 yearsa 
An. 448. Bifhop; yet one was writ § years alter the other, and 
by Baronius his Computation he was but 21 yearsa 

Bifhop when he writ to Disfcorws , being made m3 

nno 
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Anno 42.3.(#). And his Hiftory (which mentions the (u)Baron.4n. 
Tranflation of the Body of S.Chryfoffom(w), and fo +73:Pa8-4é!- 
muft be writ {even years after the Union ) commends (aoa Aas 
Theodorus of Mop{vestia for Orthodox (x), fhews he Wage 66 Late? 
was a Neftorianthen. Baronius would wipe off this by Dheodorer. hilt. 
pretending he writ his Hiftory beforethe Quarrel about lib.s.cap.36- 
Neftorius (y) ; but in the fame place faith, He follows Sedge 
Sozomen (whoie Book came out 47.439.) in commend- Ge jut ont 
ing Theodorus. — So that after all his fhifts, Theodoret was ,27.pag.505, 
a Favourer of Neftorius, An. 436. when he wric that & 507.n.28. 


Epiftle read in this fifth Council, and long after. 


Chap.xxxiv. Baronius and Binius fay, The Ads are 
corrupted, becaufe they afirm an Epiftle to Fobs of 
Antioch , ( wherein the Author rejoyces for Cyril?s 
death ) was writ by Theodoret, which they affirm 
was writ by.an Impoftor (z) ; becaufe ohn was dead (z) Bim. not. in 
{even years before Cyril. 1 Reply, That is a Miftake, Concil-s pa72. 
for ‘fobs was made Bifhop Ax.4.27. and according to 77773 
Nicephorus fat 18 years, which reaches to the year 444. p20,8c, iy ‘s 
in which Baronius faith Cyril died. But fuppofe Fobx ans 53.p.402. 
were dead when-~Theodoret writ this, Baronius of all 
men fhould not make this a mark of Forgery, who 
allows Clement’s Epiftle writ to fames Bifhop of Hiern- 
falem, who had been dead 30 year, for genuine; and (2) Confer.Bz- 
fo doth Binius (a): And the Cardinal cites and com-70#An.63 && 
mends an Epittle of Theodofius as authentick , writ to2?:% 2/.not- 
S.Chryfoftom 30 years after he was dead (4). And, Se- ae olf 
condly , the Epiftle is Theodoret’s; but the Inf{cription xime, eat 
only (which fhould be to Dominus) is miftaken ; for ic is (b)Baron. Ane 
as plain by his Sermon before Domnus after Cyril’sdeath, 433-728-663. 
which we have alfo in the fifth Council (c), as by this?’ 
Epiftle, that Theodoret was an Enemy to Cyril after eres 
death; and Baronins may well pardon the Error in the Bin.pag. 86. 
infcription of ‘fohn’s Name for Domnus ; for he allows L4b.col.so8. 
innumerable Epiftles, Ediés, 8c. to be genuine not- (# See many 
withftanding Errors in the Title (4) , and therefore for puctete 
fo {mall a miftake in the Title of an Epiftle thould not acer 
ask, What credit 1 to be given to [uch Ads (e)? Hisown (e)Barcm. An. 
Annals have many Sreaten Miutakes , as the Author 553-p-403. 

) 


proves ™4° 
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(f )Vigihdorm proves(f); yet hé would have us credit them. Yea, in 

“34P435° this reckoning of fobn of Antioch’s dying feven years 
before Cyril, he miftakes the whole ‘time almoft , ac- 
cording to \Nicepborus , and four years by his own rec- 
koning of ‘fohn's entring, An. 427. dying 436 , yet fic- 
ting 13 years; for fo Fobadid notdye till 440, that is, 
four year before S.Cyril: And the Epiltles of Theodoret 
to Diofeorus and Lec , on which he depends for his 
Arithmetick , are one or both of them forged. We 
conclude therefore, that the Epiftle mentioned in the 
fitth Council was Theodorer’s, who was a Neftorian after 
S.Cyril’s death, and he writ it to Domus (not to fobs) 
Bifhop of Antioch. 


Chap. xxxv. But he-who accufeth. the: fifth Council 
for Forgeries, doth follow many forged Writings him- 
a {elf in his difcourfe about it. Firft, The Confeffion of 
> pic Faith made by Mennas,Theodorus of Cafarea and others, 
: by way of fubmiflion, recorded’ in the very Conftitu- 
(g) Baron.An. tion of Vigilius, is Forged (g). For as tothe Matter of 
s53pace it: How is it likely the Eaftern Bifhops fhould fay, 
ite They allowed all the AGs of the former four Councils, 
Bin-Tomll: made by confent of the Pope’s Legates? Or ask hi 
par.2.pag.! 3. © by coment 0 the rope Sh. egates ‘ reask Nim 
Zab.col.338. pardon for Injuries which they fay they had never 

done to him? Or how agrees this with Baronius his 

faying , Theodorus asked pardon for his Scoffs and Contu- 

| melies against Vigilius (4)? or with Vigilius his form of 

a sph Ne 380 Excommunication of Téeodorus, tor defpifing his Autho- 
() VigiLEpit, rity (4)? As tothe time, this Confeffion.and Submiflion 
pots Ep.16.. is faid to be made after the Decree for Tacirurnity, 
Bin.pag.42- (which was never made) viz. dn.552.(k). And we 
Leal. Pag. 33 te have proved Mennas was dead’ five year before , and 
year ee that Theodorus did always ftand firm again{t the three 
(1) See Ch.og. Chapters(/). Secondly, He cites one Euftathius out of 
(m) See Ch.zo: Suriusy, who is proved Fabulous before (m). Thirdly, 
The Epiftles of Theodorer,. which were fhewed before 

(See Ch.33* tq be forged (m).. And we add, That forall his brags to. 
. W eiagiote: Diofcorus, An. 4.44. he writes akind Letter to Ireneus a 
2.758. Neftorian, depofed Bifhop of Tyre (0) » And another 
to Nomus, wherein he’ rails vat che pious paid 

it heo~ 


(h). Baron. An, 


» ee » 
Po Ny 
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Theodofius, by whom he and other Neftorians were de- 
poled, and his Writings forbidden (p),while as he falfly (¢) !4. ibid. 
afferts Arians and all other Hereticks were tolerated, P°8:52-7-'' 

‘ Edid. vide 
Theodoret therefore was a Neftorian 16 year after the Legs66.Cod. 
Union with Cyri/, and thefe Epiftles are Forged, which mheod, 
fay the contrary. Fourthly, He cites the Aion at 
Chalcedon concerning Domnus, which isa Vatican For- | 
gery (q):. For it isnot in the Greek, nor in Liberatus, eee ean 
Evagrius nor Nicepborus; and that Domnus (for whom p, ah bios 
{ubfittence is provided in this Forged A@tion) wasdead 
before the Council of Chalcedon, as both ‘Fuftinian and (r) via. fuptin 
the fifth Council witnefs (r) , who (for all Baronins fri- Edi&. Bin-pag. 
volous Objections to fupport this Forgery ) muft needs 153. & Lad, 
have truer Copies of the Council of Chalcedon; than ah ih es 
his Vatican now affords. And indeed Domnus was de- .: scaitaelc eth 
pofed in the Ephefine Pfeudo-Synod , all whofe Ads pin, 103, 
were declared void at Chalcedon, except that which Labs 46. 
depofed Domnus (then deceafed) and put in Maximus at 
Antioch (s).. Fitthly, Baronius. cites Anaftafius’s Lives of (s) Concil. 
the Popes , who is always full of Fables, efpecially in iets 
Vigilins his Life, in which are more Lies than Lines (rt) : (litabateeatk 
For he makes his Entrance to be when Bellifarius war- par.2.pag.t. 
red againtt /itiges's who, he faith, was taken by fobn Lab. Tomy. 
the Bloody, and brought to Rome by Bellifarins and P-39°- 
Vigilius, who gave Bellifarius the Sacrament to bring (Vita Vigil. 
Vitiges fate to fustinian (u). But fobs and Narfes were ibid. 
both abfent at the taking of Ravenna , wheré Vitiges ae ia Ae 
freely fubmitted to Bellifarius, who kept him there till or ie Hey 
he carried him by Sea to Conftantinople (w). So that (x) vita gil, 
Vitiges came not to Rome atall. Secondly, AznafPafins ut fupr. 
lays, The Evsperour then enquired of Bellifarius , how he Cy) Precop.de 
had placed Vigiliusin Silverius room, and thanked him for Pets 
a(x). But Silverias was depofed , and Vigilius put in, , 3 i ie 
three years before (y) 5 yea, u/tinian hadwrit to Vigi- n.11.8& 305. 
lins, and knew that Silverins was dead a year before ; 1.20. 
and Vigiliws had writto the Emperour(z), the year @) 27.4" 


; . ° eh : ’ 1-p.312.n.3. 
before Belliarius came witht Vitiges to Conftantinople (a), 7h P12 M3 


(b)Biz.not. in 


and Bisius faith, Fuffinian did not thank Bellifarins (b). vit.Vigili 
Thirdly, Anaftafius talks of Bellifarins being {ent into 
Africky and of his killing Gontharis, and offering great 

{2 ¥ Spoils 
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(;) Vita gil. 
ut fupra. 
(da) Procop.de 
bel ].Perfac,}. 2 a 


(e) Idem bell. 

Vandal.lib.2, 

& 4. 

(Cf) Biv.not.in 
Vit.Migili 


(g)Vita Migil. 


nt fupra. 
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Spoils in his return at. Rome , to Vigiliws, &c. (c): But 
after this Bellifarius was not fent into Africk, but into 
Perfia (d), where he ftayed. three years, and it was 
Artobindus and Artabanus who were fent into Africk, 
the latter of which treacheroufly killed Gomtharz Ce). 
So that Belifarins offered no Vandal Spoils at all; or if 
(as Binius would have it (f) ) he did,when he wan Rome 
from. Vitiges, that was in Silverius his time ; fo that is 
falfe alfo. Fourthly , Asastafius makes Theodora write 
at this time to Vigilius, To come to Conttantinople and 
reffore Anthimus, 22bhich he refufed (g).  Binius after Ba- 
ronius iakes this a Miraculous change(4),and fays it was 


(h) Ben.not-ibid. juft- upon Siverins his death,at his firft ftep into the See: 


Baron. An.540. 
p-303. 

(1) Baron. An. 
3 45-pag.334- 


(Ck) Likerat. 
Breviar-c.22. 
Bin. pag.192. 
Lab.775. 
()/igil.Epitt. 
4 & 5. 


(m) Viior. 
Chron.an: 4. 
poit. Conful. 
Bahl. Baron, 
ABS 45 


(n).Anaftaf. in 
vit. ég@/ut 
fupr. 
(o)Baron. An, 
546, p.347- 
Ne $455 54 
(p)Bin.not.in 
vit Vigil p.3- 
Lab.310. 
(q)Procop. de 
bell:Goth,l. 3¢ 


But if it- was after Goxtbarm was flain, it was not till 
the roth of ‘Fuftinian (i), five years or fix years after 
Vigilius was made Pope: And the Change is-as falfe as 
The time; for Liberatus faith , Vigilius did perform bis 
Promife to the Empre{s 5 and writ as {he defived(k); but 
afterwards it feems, he finding the Emperour refolute, 
did confirm the Depofition of Anthimus (1). So that 
Anaftafius his Story of Theodcra’s writing to Vigilius 
after Gontharis was flain, is a Fable: And Viéfor 
(who then lived) faith, Vigiliws was called to 
Gonftantinople by the Emperour, (not about <Amrhi- 
mus, but) to condemn.the three Chapters in- his 
Nineteenth year(m). Fifthly, zaftafias fables, That 
the Romans accufed Vigilius of Murder, 8c. and that 
Anthimus Sorbo was fent by the Emprefs to feize him by 
force; which he did (the People abufing and curfing 
him ashe went out of Rome), and thus he was violently 
carried by Sicily to Comjtantinople ; to which place com- 
ing on Chriftmas Even, the Emperour met and kiffed 
him with Tears , and the People fang , The Lord com- 
eth (n). But Baronius gives him the Lye (0), as doth 
alfo Binius (p). For Vigilius voluntarily went from Rome 
in the. 1th year of the Gothic War, An. 546. toward 
Conftantinople (q), and ftaying:long-in Szeily, arrived at 
the Court about April of the year following. Sixthly, 
Anastafius tells a-long Story after Vigilius came to Con- 
frantinople, of the Contefts between hum and the Empe-_ 
rour, 
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rour, with his Emprefs, about reftoring Authimus; 
which the Pope refufing, they tore him fromthe Altar 
of S,Eaphemia, cruelly ufed him, imprifoned and ba- 
nifhed him (a). Which are all Fables; for Anthimus (0) Anaftaf. vit. 
was depofed Ten years before (4), and his Caufe forgor, Yigiluc fapra. 
the three Chapters being now the only difpute 5 yea, (b) Baron. An. 
Baronius and Binius(c), who would have fomething of ? 3 OP88:2 4.4 
this true, make the buffeting of Vigilivs and his flighe ene fs 
toEupbemia’s Church, to happen four years after Theo-n A touasa 
dorus’s death ; and indeed in Pope Agapetus’s time there vit “gil. uc 
was fome fuch Conteft about Asthimus, which Anajta- PR 
fius fabuloufly applies to Vigilius, and Baronius with 
Binius do cherifh the Fiction, Seventhly, Auaftafius 
tellsus, how the Goths after this made Totilas King, 
who befieged and took Rome ; but {pared the People, 
and lived like a Father among them(d). But Totilas (4) Anaftaf. in 
was made King four or five year before Vigilius came (18 
to Conftantinople (e), and took Rome while he was in(e) garon. An. 
Sicily (£), and was fo cruel as to kill all the. Citizens 5 42.p.322.n.1. 
they met, and intended to ruin both City and People, (f) Baron. dn. 
had not Pelagius and Bellifarius ftayed his Rage from °+7-P4835%3- 
placesand perfons ; however, he made a woful defola- (S Botep bs 
tion there (zg). Eighthly, Anaftafius faith, Narfes was mikGork. Lah 
fent at the fame timeinto Italy, and Torilas with many pag.372,&c 
Goths were flain, by the help (faith Baronius) of the 
Blefled Virgin(4). But firft, he miftakes the time; (b)Avafafvit. : 
for Narfes overcame not Totilas till fix year after his ”#8‘/ut fupr. 
firft facking Rome, in the 18th year of the Gorbick@0~re™ 333° 
War (i); and Binius, with Baronius, foolithly afcribe it oa fear aa 
to the Year wherein FuStiniam revoked his. Edic&, (i) Procop. de- - 
(which he never revoked at all) and this Biniws faith bell.Goth. 1.3. 
was the 10th year of Totiles (as Benedict had predidt- (&) Bin.not. in 
ed(k)). But Baronius proves Benediét. a-falle Prophet ieee Me 
for. he (truly) places Torilas his death in the 11d) des 
year (/). Aso the help of the |Blefied Virgin, men- fapr. lit. (). 
tioned both by Baronius.and Binius (m), Procopius faith, (~)Locis fupr. 
Narfes did afcribe the Viétory wholly to-God (#); and ¢'% : 
Evagrius doth nat.mention his praying to, or relying ne : 
“ae W10, 30, 
on the Virgin; but {peaks of a Report by fome, of He 
Blefled 


~ ut fupr, 
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Bleffed Virgins appearing to him from God with no- 
') Evagr. 14. tice when to fight (0), but doth not affirm it for 
cap. 23. truths yet the Cardinal proves invocation of Sains by 

this Fable. Laftly, after this vidory (AnafPafius tells us) 

the Roman Clergy in a body defired Narfes, if Vigilins 

and the Clergy banifhed with him were yet alive, they 
(p) Anaftaf.in might be recalled (p); whereas Vigilius was then at 
vita igilij,  Conjtantinople and never banifhed: at all; yea, the’ 54h 
Council was aflembled that year in which Totiles was 
flain ; yet hence. Baronius (on the credit of this Fabu- 
lous Author ) invents a ftory of Vigilins Banifhment 
after the 5#4 Council. 


Chap. xxxvi. Finally, Baronius overlooking the Am- 
bition, Treachery and Herefie of Vigilius, can find but 
one ill thing in his lite,which is his going to Con/tantinople 
when the Emperor required him; this he faith, was 
always fatal to the Catholick Church for the Pope to 

(9) Baron. An, leave Rome (q). Was it fo when the Popes removed for 
346. pag.347. 70 years to Avignion (r)? Was it fo when Agapetus to 


are Tee aee before came to Conjtantinople 2? No, faith Baronius, 
PHAN that was lucky, God fent him, and the power of the 
1305. Apoftolick feat was thereby demonftrated (s): So that 


(s) Baron, 4n, the difference was in the Men, Agapetus was a fteddy 
536. pag. 241.Catholic, Vigilias an Heretical Hypocrite: Whole life 
n. ¥2,&¢, — fhall conclude this Treatife. 
His Ambition early appeared in procuring Boniface 
the 24d. contrary to the Canons to choofe him for his 
(t) Anoftaf in Succeffor in a Synod (+): But the Senate and the Laws 
vit. Bonife2, Of the Empire forced Boniface by a fecond Synod, to 
Bin. pag.643. vacate this Election of Vigilias (vw). Again, upon Aga- 
<i. 532+ petws death, he made a compact with Theodora the Em- 
Se ae prefs, that for 3504. in Gold, and the Papacy (which 
ac tet ‘fhe was to give,) he would reftore Anthimus, and dif- 
(w) Liberat. annul the Council of Chalcedon (w) 3 but coming to 
in Brev.cap.22. Rome he found Siverius in the Chair, upon which he 
Bim pag. 192. tampers with Belli/arius,and fhewing him the Emprefs’s. 
Lat.775. Mandate, promifes him 100). in Gold to make him 
(x) Idem. ibid. Pope (x). “Whereupon Silverius was falfly ss of 
a Plot, 
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a Plot to betray Rome to the Goths, depofed and ba- 
nifhed, and Vigilivs thruft into the Seat Cy). Ufurping (;) Idem. ibid. 
it two years during Silverius life, and acting all thar & vid. Anaffaf. 
time as lawful Pope, viz. from Az.538. to An.54o. (x), im Vitd Silverij 
writing to, and r eceiving Epiftles from Fuftinian, Ca: De Be hls uae 
farius, Etberins, Gc. (a) But perfidioufly broke his pro- os Ba gi 
mife both to Theodora-and Bellifarius , and would nei- paeebas ; 
ther reftore Anthimas, for fear of the Romans, nor pay (4) Vide Epift. 
Bellifarius the Money (4): And cruelly ufes poor Si/- 728". 
verius banifhed to Patara, who in a Synod there ex- (°) ia y" 
communicated Vigilins (c), But the Emperor hearing 5; g. ees 
of it, fent him back to have the Caufe heard more () Epift. 1. 
fully (2), and being come into Italy, Vigilius by new pro- Silver.ad Vigil. 
mifes, gets Bellifarins to put him into his Hands, and 64) £er4- 
fent him to the Ifland Palmaria, and ftarved him to” i 
death there(e). Upon this Baronius and Binius pretend (e) Id. ibid. 
a fit of Confcience took him, and he abdicated the Baron. dn. $40. 
Papacy , defiring to come in by a new Election, (of Pag 309-21. 
which he was fure by Bellifarius power (f).). And fo %4*4/-in | 
the Hypocrit gets ina fecond time, the Electors being Bes el 4 
infpired, faith Baronias(g)s yet he hath till this mo- Bec ste tes 
ment defcribed him as an Ambitious Deacon, mad». 4. 
with Pride, a Patron. of Hereticks, a Schifmatick, a ‘41>. pag: 
Simoniack, an Ufurper,a Succeffor of Simon Magus, and?°*™ 7 
an Antichrift (4). By oe 
: f i Ch} Vide Joca 

Such was his entrance, and his AGs were fuitable, citar. ap. Au- 
for Lideratus faith, he did write an Epiftle purfuant ro thorem. 
his promife to Theodora, and Vidor. affirms. that he 
writ unto Theodofius of Alexandria, to at hinasds of Con- 
Stantinople, and to. Severus of Antioch, (Extychians de- 
poled) ato Catholicks (i) , affuring them he believed (1) Liberat. , 
as they did, but bids them not tell any fo: But. Baronius cap: 22. Vitor 
fays, this Epiftle is not his: Bellarssin fays.it: may : be 2 Chronico ubi 
his, but that ic was only in fhew, and before he was’? fa Epiftola 
Pope (A). Baroniws Quarrels at the In{cription,..as if he re yobs 
called ‘Fuftinian and Theodora bis. Lords and Chrigts, but pag: ree 
Vittor exprelly faith it was writ (not to them, but) to (#) Bell. 4.de . 
three Heretical Patriarchs, and that the Tndcription. was, Peatif cap. ro, 
fo my Lords and Bretheren joyned to us in the Love of Chrift 
our 
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| (C48. Chron. our Saviour (1) 5 and for all Binius and his pretences, ie 
dn. 2. po is not unufual for the Pope to call: Eminent Bifhops, 

sky Oe Lords; Pope Urban calls Anfelm Father and Master (m), 
Lt get Ponugannd Damafes calls Profper and other Numittan Bithops 
pag.127. his Lords (#). Secondly, He alledges that Liberatus 
(7) Damaf.Bp. falfly affirms , that Vigilins in the Sub{cription of this 
5. ap.bin.Tom. Fniftle condemned Diofeorus who was an Eutychian, 
* Pag. 508. Which isabfird in a Letter whereby he would prove 
himfelf of that Party: To which it is replied, # is 

an Error of the Scribe, putting Diolcorus name for Nefto- 

rius, of which Party all the rest were there named ; And 

the Annalift allows many fuch literal miftakes in Li- 

(¢) Baron. Am beratus (0), Thirdly, Baronius asks, if this were his E- 
53%: P88-275+niftle, why he was not upbraided with it by Theodora 
ae and others, when he refufed to reftore Anthimus? 
"Tis antwered, for ought he knows this was objected 

to Vigilius, fince none can argue, ab Autoritate humg- 

nad negative: However, it would have been objected 

had there been occafion; but the Story -of the refto- 

ring Anthimus is a Fiion of Anaftafius, as he ap- 

plies it to be the ground of a Quarrel, after Vigilius 

came to Conféantinople: As to Bellarmine’s Note, that 

owns the Epiftle, but fays, it was writ in Silverius his 

(p) Bellarm time before he was true Pope (p); which excnfe alfo 
Hse 5 °"* Baronius, Biniusand Gretzer make (7) : We muft Note 
(9) Baron. An, that Liberatus, an Author of that time, relates it to be 
538. pag. 277.Writ after Silverius death: And when Silverius was ree 
p15. Binnot-turned back to Italy, Bellifarius again prefled Vigilius 
in Liberat. pag. + perform his promifé to the Emprefs, which doth 
Bed tera evidently fuppofe he had not as yet performed it 
defenf, Bel.1. 4. orate 3 
m $40. And fince Silverius died in Fune that year, 

(foon after he fell into Vigiljus hands,) we may juftly 

think he was too bufie in difpatching him and con- 

triving his new Eleion, to write this till after he was 

(r) Naueler, teal and fole Pope 5 fo that (r) Nauclerus puts after Sil- 
Chron. gen.rg. verius death, Theodora’s demanding of him to fulfil his 
promife: But they obje@, that at this time he con- 

(Ep. Bar Gemned Ansthimus and confirmed the Council of Chal- 
ee cedom, in hisEpiftles to Fuftinian and Mennas (s), ang 
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fo it is not likely he fhould write the contrary to thefe 
Bifhops juft then. ?Yis anfwered, he wasa Notorious 
Hypocrite (as they own,) and fo might write on Opi- 
nion openly to delude the Emperor, and another fe- 
cretly to the Hereticks ; and (for all Bellarmine’s pre- 
tences) this laft was his heart and mind; for why fhould 
he diffemblein fecret with his Friends, with whom, 
as he tells them, be bad. but.one Soul? He might very 
likely diflemblé with the Emperor, for fear of being 
expelled out of the Seat he fo much coveted ; But what 
hurt or good could depofed Bifhops do him? Fear 
therefore, not an Orthodox mind, reftrained him from 
openly condemning the true Faith, and his Ambition 
to keep his high Station made him do it privately only : 
Which fhews the weaknels of Bellarmine’s excufe, asif 
he did not write this ex asimo: And equally frivolous, 
is that pretence of his not writing it as Pope, for when 
he writes of a matter of Faith and defines and de- 
clares it, he either writes as Pope then or never, for 
that is his proper office: And the Neltorians might 
make all thefe, objections again{ft his Orthodox. Epiftle 
to the Emperor. 
The fecond A& of Vigilins was his Conftitution for 
Neftorianifm, by which he run into the contrary He- 
refic to that wherein he was dipt before, which hath 
been fufficiently manifefted in this Treatife. There 
remains now only his Exit to be confidered, of which 
Liberatus only faith, How Vigilius being afflicted by He- 
refie died is known to all (t) 5 Bellarmine expounds him, (¢) Liberat. — 
that it was that fame Herefie which he firft fecretly Breve 22-ut 
favoured, that affii@ed him (4): Baronius obferves, he =P, 
: is, ic fi . = (#) Bellarm. de 
was by Gods juft Judgment miferably tofled all his Life; pont. Rom. 
hated by the Emperor and Ealtern Bifhops for defen- 4. cap. 10. 
ding the three Chapters, and execrable to the Weftern 
for his inconftancy ; and when he was juft coming 
into the. Haven, died before he could reach home in 
Sicily, of the Torment of the Stone:As he had Murder- 
ed his Predeceffor a little before in an Ifland, fo he 
died in one: And here we ear him to‘dtand or fall i 
C MS 
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(w) Baron. An. 
§65- pag 497. 
n. 6, 


(2) Lab, col, 
596. 


(5) Baron. Ait, 
546.pag. 
n. 47. 
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his own Mafter, not imitating Baronius his fpite to 
Fuftinian (w), in determining his final Eftate. 


An Appendix to this Hiftory. 


N Labbe’s Edition, there is fubjoyned to this Council 

an Epiftle of Vigilius to Eutychins, and a dicourfe of 
P. de Marcas upon it, wherein ic is extolled as a 
genuine writing and a fufficient confirmation’ of this 
sth Council (2): And though the foregoing Hiftory 
do abundantly confute. this, yet we will not pafg ie 
without fome obfervations concerning this pompous 
piece of Forgery. 

Firlt, In the Epiftle Vigilius is made to fay, that he is 
and was of the fame Faith with Eutychius, and the reft of 
the Bifhops at Conttantinople : But if fo, why did he 
exclaim that the Catholick Faith was in danger to be 
rooted up (4)? Or how came he to Anathematize 
Theodorus ? And why did he fuffer fo much for a matter 
that was not of Faith ¢ 

Secondly, In this Epiftle Vigilius Anathemarizeth all 
that at any time believed the three Chapters ought to be re- 
ceived or defended, and.all that have endeavoured to hinder 


(c) Epitt. Vigil, their being condemned (c): Now is it probable he fhould 


ap. Lad, col, 
690. 


curfe all his Friends in. Africa and in the Weftern 
Church, yea and himfelf fo dreadfully, who had re- 
ceived and defended them, and done all-in. his power 
to hinder their condemnation ? 

Thirdly, This illuftrious, Monument (as’tis called) 
can be no confirmation of the s¢h Council, becaufe it 
never names or fo much as hints at that Council. So 
that it can pafs for no more than Vigilius his Recan- 
tation of his former Opinions, and being writ after the 
Council, feems tobe defigned for the Emperors private 
gta ae en fatisfation 


| ; sap ver 
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fatisfation: For the Eaftern Church then did not bet 
lieve a Popes confirmation neceflary, to make a Ge. 
neral Councils Decrees valid : | 

Fourthly, This Epiftle is dated in December, and the 
Council arofe but in ‘fume before, which argues the 
falfhood of it; for itis not likely that he fhould fo 
foon revoke his folemn conftitution, and make fo great 
a change, or if he did, it is ftrange that living above 
two years after, he did not receive fome mark of Fa- 
Stinian’s favour in all that time, no nor return to his 
See in Peace. 

As tothe Differtation of de Marca, we may note (d), (4) Differt: 
that the years when, and the place where this writing Num. i. Laé. 
was found, give juft fufpicions of its being an Impo-?*8 °°! 
fture: It was (it feems) found by a Greek, Az, 1276. 
inthe Vatican, and he pretended to Tranfcribe it out 
of a Manu{cript there writ 4753. Now the Origi- 

‘nal of thefe is dated two hundred years after the 516 
Council, and all that time no body ever heard of Vi 
_gilius his Confirmation; and if this date be genuine, ie 
might very probably be invented at that time, being 
the very time when the Eaftern Church began (con- 
trary to the fentiments of Rome) to pull down their 
Images; and that was a fit feafon to produce Evidence, 
‘that the Greeks ought to fubmit to the Latins, whofe 
Popes as they pretended had made all their General 
Councils Decrees Authentick, And the date of the 
later Tranf{cript is more fafpicious ftill, being the cri: 
tical time when the poor Eaftern Emperor Wich: Pa 
lelogus for getting Money and Aid trom the Pope, 
was forced to fend fome corrupted Bifhops, to make'a 
feeming Submiffion to, and Union with the Roman 
Church, and to carry on this defiga An. 1276. no 
doubt, care was taken to find out or make this Epiftle 
and fend it intoGreece: And the Vatican whence it was 
taken, is known to be the Mint and Ware-houfe of 
Forgeries: So that every circumftance is fufpicious. 
And fo is the Reafon, which the learned Patron of it 
gives why it is fo valuable, wiz, becau{e it vindicates 

PON ies oe 


BOS: 
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the credit of the Romans See, which was much leffened by 
she belief, that the 5th Council was owned for a lawful and 
general, though Vigilius ogpofed it. Now at Rome where 
the Popes Authority is the main if not the fole point. 
of Religion, there have been innumerable: Writings 
pioufly forged, to carry on this-great end, and this 
feems to be .of that fort, only it appeared not early 
enough for Barenius to cite it, however as our Author 
notes, he -guefled.there was (or forefaw there would 
be) fuch a thing; For he pofitively avers, (as was 
fhewed) upon meer conjecture, that Vigilius did con- 
firm the 5:6 Council.: But he and his party lay it 
down for a Maxim, that nothing can be a. Gene: 
ral Council, but what isconfirmed by the Pope : There- 
fore Evidence or not Evidence, -Binius and Baronius 
affirm it wasfo; and they are as confident who ne- 
ver faw this Epiftle,-as de Marca is who publifhed it; 
fo that to through-paced Catholicks who take their 
words, this Epiftle is a needlefs difcovery. 

But let us fee, what Authority he hath to fupport 
this famous Confirmation: He faith Evagrias witnel- 
{eth , that. Vigilius confented im writing, but would not 
(e) Evegr. come to the Council (e): But this confent was before the 
Hitt. ib. 4.c. Synod met, and is therefore plainly fet down in E- 
ee wagrius before the convening , with which confent 
in writing both $ustinian and the Council do often 
upbraid this inconftant Pope: Nor can Evagrins be 
expounded of any fubfequent confent , fince he goes 
on after this paflage to relate the aéts of the Council: 
Nor do any of the later Greeks who follow him fay 
any more, than to imply Vigilius his precedent con- 
fent: Andthe 6th Council relate the calling of the 
sth Council, after the agreement between ‘TF uftinian 
r£) Concil.6, and Vigslins (f); nor can their words without mani- 
AA. 18.Tomiifeft violence be ftretched to this Confirmation, which 
par.t. pag.194.had it then beef extant in the Greek Copy, and (as 
(c) Differtat, 4% Marca owns) wanting in the Latin (g), that Coun- 
inf.n. 21. cil had found out and obferved this among other 
pag.612 = Variations. , : 

A eee The 


Num. ii. Lad. 
col. 601. 


I 
pes 
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The Teftimony of Pelagius which our Author thinks Num. iii. Lab. 
{> clear, is no Evidence unlef3 it be againft this E- °°! 6°3: 
piftle ; for he fpeaks not of Vigilius, but of the Latin 
Church, which came flowly to fee their Error —laboured 
a great while—ftrove a long time eves to fuffering — 
and would not of a fudden lofe their labour , till the 
Truth did appear—(h). This plainly refers to the (4) Ep. Pelag: 
Roman Clergy and Weltern Bifhops, who after Vi- 2.ap. Lad, col. 
gilius death ftood out in defence of the three Chap-°?! 
ters fo ftifly, that Pelagins the 1/7, Vigilius his Succef- 
for, could fcarce find any to confecrate him (4). And (i) Vide nor. 
at laft he was forced to get Narfes to ufe violent Me- in vit.Pelag.r. 
thods to bring them into his Communion (2) ; now 44?-col. 788. 
this was three year after the Council. But how could te Myr! 

are : ‘ 5 p.3. Lad. col. 
Vigilius his hafty turn in Gx Months time be called a 792. Baron, au 
flow change, or a long ftriving? And if Pelagius the 566. pag.4530 
fecond had known of Vigilius his confirming the 5th 
Council, he would not have ufed fo many fhifts to 
ward off the force of his and the Roman Churches 
diffent, which was obje@ed; this Epiftle had ftope 
their Mouths for ever; and if Se. Gregory had known Pa 
of it, he had referred thofe who doubted of the 
Apoftolical confent, not to Pelagius his Epiftle , but 
to. this Authentick. Confirmation of Vigilius. him. 
felf. | 

It is well, when de Marca refolves to fupport the numiy. z06-- 
tottering credit of. this Pope, that. he hath no bet: cohead. 
ter Evidence of Theodorus of Cafarea’s favouring He. 
yeticks, than Facundus a condemned Neftorian, and 
Liberatus who writes fo partially for chat fide ; it is 
plain, their fpite to Theodorus was tor his zeal 
againft Nestorius, and tor giving the Emperor that - 
wholfome and. neceflary advice, to condemn all 
thofe Men and their Writings under which the 
Neftorians fhelrered themfelves; and it is fhewed 
before that he was no fayourer. either of Origen (1)371) See the: - 
or the. dcephali. . Hiftory chap» 

23. 
Yée.. 
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Yet this defender of Vigilins reflects on Fuftinion’s 
Edi@, approved by a General Council, upon the 
fingle Teftimony of a convidted Heretick, who writes 
fo bitterly againft the Truth, that he is not to be be- 
lieved nor efteemed as any thing but a bigotted and 
provoked Adverfary : Only our Author palfes by one 
thing, which is, that Fucundus and Liberatus both 
Rail at Vigilius, for deferting their Party, and look 
upon him after his coming to the Emperor as one 
that took the Heretical fide, which: fhews they knew 


* Differtat. inf.nothing of his latter change *. As to what he faith, 


Num. viii. cols 
604, 


(7) See ‘the 
Hilt, chap. 5. 


| ibe 


That there was nothing of Faith controverted in this Couns 
cil, but only concerning Perfens, This is fully anfwered 
before (m): And 1 will only note the weaknefs of 
this diftin@tion ; For what difference is there between 


condemning a Mans Heretical Opinions, and con- 


demning that Man for holding thofe Opinions? Sup- 


-pofe the Arians fhould pretend , that becaufe Aris 


was condemned at Nice, the Controverfie there was 
about a Perfon, not about the Faith, Will de Marca 
allow that difltinG@ion? And the like may be faid of 
Macedonius, Eutyches and Neftorius in former Councils : 
Certain it is, that’in this Council the Writings or 


~Opinions of Theodorus and his Perfon alfo are con- 


"Nam vi. Lad. 
€Ol, 6046 


demned, and fo are the Opinions of Theodoret and 


Ibzs before their Recantation, but not their -Perfons ; 
‘and the main Queftion in the fifth Council, Whe- 


ther thofe Writings of thefe three there cited were 
Heretical? which I think is a matter of Faith and 
mot of Perfons. 

Wherefore , fince the Neftorian Hereticks gloried 
in thefe Writings, the Queftion whether they fhould 
be condemned or no, was not (as he pretended) 
concerning difcipline ; and fo there is no room for 
his impertinent diftinQion of x1’ cixorewler, unlels Vigilins 
had a Difpenfation to defend Heretical Writings ; 
and his wavering was not prudence, but perfidiout- 
nef in fuch a Cafe. 
| M Facundus 
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Facundus may be a good w 
firmed the three Chapters, 


eit aes 
itnefs that Vigilins con- Num. vii. Lab 
before his coming to Cop-ib. & Numvi 


, Stantinople, and perhaps he might fufpend Afennasi™ 


after his coming to that City, (as de Marca out of 
Theophanes faith). But fince Mennas died that very 

year, as is proved by the Aas of the fixth Council 

at Conftantinople, where they muft needs know the 

time of their own Patriarchs death, but in the pre- 

ceding Century) (#), All the reft of his Story © in) Concil vi 
manifett Forgery, viz. his delivering his Decree to Aa. 3. Bin. 
Mennas, An. 548. (after he was dead ) and he Tom .3. par.1. 
would prove this by a meer and grofs impofture, P28. 2! wg 
which 1s. Vigilins Epifile to Theodorus, where in Septem- ie 1c PAB. 
ber, §§2%. (0), the Pope is made to Excom 


he municate /») Vid. fagm, 
Theodorus and fufpend Adennas , (who had been dead gpit. rizil, 


five year:) Yetin another forged Epiftle fee down at Lab. col. 337. 
large in Labbe (p), in February the year before, the(p) Epift. ry. 
fame Pope~tells the Catholick Church, he had ex. Me Festa 
communicated and depofed Theodorus and the Others Cae. : 
fix Months ago: Yet thefé apparent Fictions de Mar- col, 3 5 4. 

ca gravely cites as good Evidence, and in truth he 

hath no other Teftimonies but thefe two {purious 

Epiftles, and the incoherent ftuff of Anaftafius Bibli-. 

oth. to prove that Vigilius was perfecuted by Fu/ti- 

nian at all, or that he ‘ever oppoled him after he 

came to the City of Conftantinople till the Council 

met. De Marca grants Facundus after this called him 

a. Prevaricator; and .we find (about that very time, 

wherein thofe fham Epiftles lay the Scene of Fufti- 

sian’s perfecuting him, for Excommunicating Theodo- 

rus, and the Condemners of the three Chapters , ) 

by good Evidence under Vigilius own Hand, that this (p) Vid. 2.- 
Pope Excommunicated two Roman Deacons., for Epitt. Yigidij. 
defending the three Chapters (), full three year afte fooe : 
ter his coming. to Fustinian: Sothat this learned Au- 7,3, col.g 50, 
thor fhould not bring fuch ftaff in for Evidence. &c. 

Yet again he quotes an Fpiftle of the Roman Cler. Baron.dn.s 50. 
By to the Legatories, now newly publifhed (4), which (9) Ep. Lega- 


F A tariis. 47.652. 
4s as Palpable an impofture as any of the former ; Tahoe 
3 or 
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.For therein the Clergy of Italy tell a long Story fe 


the French Legates upon hear-fay, to inform them what 
Vigilivs was then doing and fuftering at Con/antinople, 
where thefe Legates them were; and whereas they might 
fo eafily have informed France of: this by Letters from 
Rome, they defire the Legates to write this from Con/tan- 
tinople to the Gallican .Church. Again, thefe rare 
Clerks fay, that- Daciws Bilhop’ of A4Glan had been -ab- 
fent from his Church 15 or 16 year, till all the 


~Bifhops of his ordaining were dead, fo that vaft mul- 
.titudes died for want of Baptifm, (it feems neither 


Lay-men nor Presbyters might then Baptize: ) Bue 
if Dacius did fly from Milan when it was taken by 


(r) Baron. An, the Goths (r), and never vifited them +ill now, he 


5 3.9-PAS-2 39. 


Num. ix. Lad. 
col. 605 


had been abfent but 13 year at moft; but that ftay is 
not probable, confidering how good a Bifhop he was. 
Fhe long Hiftory therefore of Vigilius his return- 


ing to his Vomit, and of his. being perfecuted’ by 


Fustinian, depending on nothing but forged’ relati- 
ons, is to be wholly rejected ; and that Letter which 
‘ Eutychius writ to Vigilius, to have the three Chapters 
condemned in a lawful Council, whereunto Vigilius 


() Vid. Epitol. by. Letter confented in Sanuary §§3.(s), was not writ 
Concil.s.collasupon Eutycbius firlt promotion to. the See of Con/ran- 
i. Lab. col.424-tinople, in which he had fat now almoft fix ‘years, 


Num, x. Lu b 
sbid. 


(being chofen immediately upon the death of AZen- 
nas,) but was writ. purely on occafion of the delig- 
ned Council; and the Patriarch profeffeth his Faith 
in it, not on the account’ of his: entrance’ on his 
promotion, but to remove ‘the fcandal, which the 
‘Neftorians .laid upon fuch as condemned the three 
Chapters), as if they did not affent to the former 
Councils, efpecially that -of Chalcedon. 

Vigilius only covered his Neitorian: principles with 
thefe fhifts, and his main Argument of the paucity 
of Weftern Bifhops, is abundantly confuted by the 
Councils, fhewing there were more of them pre- 
fent then at Constantinople, than had been in ‘any 
former General Council. And the event fhewed, that 
es (i ene | neither 
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neither his abfence nor diffenting could hinder this, 
which our Author wrongfully calls an imperfect meet- 
ing , from being univerially received as a General 
Council. : 

The Conftitution of Vigilivs is proved Heretical be- nuny =; x 
fore (t), and de Marea gives a very weak reafon toxii. Lob, col. 
prove. it was not read in the fifth Council: For how 606. 
could FuStinian be fo filly , as to fuppofe he ‘could (? See the Hie 
keep the Bifhops then affembled ignorant of Vigilins ®t shar. 6%. 
his averfion’ to’ condemning the three Chapters, 
when he would not come at them, (and if de Marca 
fay true’) fuffered fuch injuries. for defending 
them? “tis: plain they knew his Mind, and do parti- 
cularly: confute his Conftittition., only {paring his 
name ; yea, ‘tis Evident, they looke on him as a fickle 
Man, and. ‘publifhed nothing but his firft and foun- d 
deft. Judgment,:and never ceafed acting .vigoroufly 
forall: his: diflent ; for the Greeks at Chalcedon had 
fhewed;: they looked on a Councils Decrees-as valid, 
though the.Pope oppofed ‘them.’ — . 

After allthe hath no Witnefles‘of his Exile, but they... 
fabulous Asaftafius 5 all the Greeks (he confefles) are p46, col. 607. 
filent: as to his fufferings, and fo are all Authentick 
Latin: Hiftories too.: ‘The: Epiftle of ‘Peter of Antioch 
was writ 00 year after; and only {peaks ‘of fome 
difference between. Vigilins and -Adennas', which muft 
be at his firlt coming to Con/tantinople Anno 5473 
but that is nothing ‘to this time’ after the Cotmncil. 

Jolt feemsicftrange’p that! Vizilivsfhould’ pafs for fo Numb, xiv. 
great a Politician by the art ufed in this Epiftle ; for 4#.col: cog. 
if it.:were his, ‘1. fhould: think-he never intended to 

confirm.’ the fifth Council by it 5 becaufe he never 
names. it; which filence -muft “proceed -either from 
his fear-tolanger the: Weftern Bifhops, with. whom he 
joynedoftilin heart, or from his hope that the bare 
recanting his Opinions, would cajole the Emperor 
and his Greeks; and if ‘we: confider: his Hypocrifie 
and often changes, both of thefe might make him 

Uiu omit 
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amit the naming the fifth Council: But being a Forgery; 
we need not any conjectures about the teafon of a non: 
entity :, Yet if I were convinced Vigilius writ this 
Epiitle, I thould believe the date was falfe, and thae 
this was his firft Recantation after. he. came to Con- 
fiantinople before this Synod met, which) is the mof 
probable reafon, why he. did not name this fifth Sy- 
nod, viz, becaufe no fuch had yet been. 

It was not the Greeks, but the Latins who put 
this Epiftle to the end of the Aas of the fifth Sy- 
nod , for in their Vatican it was firft pretended to 
be found; but whoever added it, muft be very weak 
to imagin an unlawful Synod could be confirmed: by. 
a Popes private, Opinion delivered fix months after, 
or that any body elfe fhould receive a Council upon 
his Authority, who did not own it himfel£ Photins 
lived, 300 year after this.Council had been owned 
for a Géneral, Council, and» what he faith may well 
be explained. of the Letters of his which were. read 
in the Council, importing that once he was of their 
mind. The: Arabick Manufcript is fo fall of mi- 


_ ftakes, that its. Authority muft\ be inconfiderable ; i¢ 


Numb. xvi. 
Lab. col. 610. 


jays, that the living and dead. were. never vexcommu: 
nicated beiore this Synod, and that: the Popes pro- 
feffion of Faith was writ-not to Eutychius, but to the 
Emperor Fuffinian: And all thefe Teftimonies amount 
to no more, than: that which the Emperor and 
the Council both. gave out, that Vigilius was (‘as 
indeed he. had. often, declared), of: the. Councils Opi- 
nion. | ops 3 ate 
"Fis certain Pelagius the firft, Vigilius’ his immediate 
fucceflor , and..who was: with him at Conf antinople, 
did own this for,a. General Council; and -if Kigilius 
had changed: his. mind, (as Pelagius had: done);.fo: as 
to confirm the fifth Council, he. muft have known of 
it, and. for his own vindication, would have pleaded 
this Writing of: Vigilius,. to fatisie the Weftern. Bi- 
thops who rejected his Communion. j:and_ his fides 
| °. 
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of Visilivs Confent ahd cofifirmation, is next to de- 
monftration, that he khew of no fiich thing, and that 
no fuch thing ever was : As for all the reft they 
owned it for a lawful Général Council, but not 
one of them knew of the fubfequent conféne of /- 
gilius. : 

The next thing in de Marca is, the confideration of Numb. xvii 
the reafons moving Vigilivs to make this Decree, the 4%” ii 
firft of which is notorioufly fale; For ‘this forged 
Epiftle faith, that now the whole World and the Church 
was reftored to Peace (4), and our Author thinks rhe (+) Epit. “gel. 
Hlyrican and African Bifhops; were now réconciled £2. col. 597. 
to the Condemners of the. three Chapters : Where- 
as tis plait, “Liberatus did not write his Breviary till 
Vigilins his death; that is, two year after the date of 
this feigned Epiftle ; and he fthews how woful a Schifm 
and Scandal there was then in the Church, eéfpeci- 
ally itt’ Africa: (av). And Vidor.one of the African (w») riberas. 
Bifhops of that fide, die¥ in’ reftraint , after he had Brev. cap. 24. 
fifferéd’ much in’ défence of the three Chapters ia EL 
thirteen years after (x), As to the Weftern Biopsy (yp oron vin 
how could their being reftored to Peace be a motive 666. in fneé& 
to Vigilinus to recant dn. 553. when three year after, his 4». 553. pag. 
ficteflor Pelagius was ftruggling. with them to bring 435- 
them’ to Peace, and could not -do it thén without 
fome force (7)? And our Author owns, that the(») Vid. gpit 
French , Spanifh and Italian Bifhops, did not come 3. Pelag. 1. 
in till Pelagivs had been fome time in the Chair ; 4%. col. 792. 
and Buronies faith the fame (z), fo that his firft reafon (aypavont fay 
is} not fo much as true: EF fhall only add that Fu 556. pag.4sz. 
Stinian a&ked very fincerely in this matter, and Le-n. 1. 
ontius flanders him in fuppofing otherwife; for his 
Judgment was, that the three Chapters weré to be 
condemned, both Opinions and’ Perfons, the Hereti- 
cal hie and Hereticks too, if they had not re- 
canted, 


But 


“at - 
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But perhaps Vigilius might a& difpenfatively in 
this change, for itis likely he ftill kept a Neftorian 
Heart, only this fpoils his fecond reafon , why Vigi- 
lins writ this Epiftle, viz. Chrift having enlightned hu 
Mind , God revealing, and he diligently enquiring was 


(a) Epitt. Higil. now come to the knowledge of the Truth (a). For if 


Lab, col..$ 9%. 


after all, Vigiliuns did- only confirm them difpenfa- 
tively, that fuppofes he did not believe the points to 
be. either neceflary or true, but only fuch,as might 
be profefled for peace fake; and if that were all, 
what an Hypocrite muft this Pope be, to talk of a 
change of his Mind, and coming to know the truth 
by Illumination, Revela:ion and. Study 2 In. vain doth 
he and-his Patron:alledge the Example of St. 4ugu- 
Stin , St.Paul. and St. Peters for did St. Auguftin re- 
tract things, and. pretend to be convinced of his 
Miftakes. only difpenfatively, that is, fecretly belie- 
ving ftill they might be true? Did St. Pas! only -be- 
lieve the Golpel xg)’ cixoyoulay, after his Converfion 4 
Or was St. Peter a ‘few in his Heart, after he con- 


dented to difcharge the Gentiles from the Ceremonies 


Wum. xix & 
xx» Lab, 611. 


of the Law? Pelagius the. Second’s Arguments. are 
good as to the Roman Clergy , who fincerely oppe- 
fed the truth for a time, but. upon Convidtion. as 


fincerely embraced it: But to apply thefé inftances 


to fuch a Proteus and Diffembler as Vigilias, is to 
proftitute them, rather than defend him, who often 

difpenfed with himfelf in the duties of Morality. 
If Vigiliuns had gon to the Council he might have 
learned thofe two Rules de Marca {peaks of, in fix 
days, without the help of Revelation: But the feigned 
Epiftle fays nothing of fuch Rules; it pretends that 
Vigilius now underftood the Perfon and Writings of 
Theodorws, and the Writings of Zheodoret and Ibas a- 
gainit Cyril were Heretical, and that it was his duty 
to pronounce them Heretical, and condemn them as 
fuch; yea, Anathematize them; and is this only a 
point of Ecclefiaftical Difcipline? May Hereticks she 
their 
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their Opinions be either condemned or not ? and is 
it an indifferent thing, whether a Pope abfolve and 
defend, or accurfe and condemn in fich cafes ? Surely 
the great name of de Marca is forged and put to this 
weak trac&; he would not have argued at this rate. 

That the Ads of this Council were early tranf-Num. xxi, _ 
lated into Latin for the ufe of the Weftern Church, 24 00. 612. 
is probable enough; but Vigilins needed not this 
Tranflation; he had lived .at Constantinople long be- 
fore he was Pope, and now fix years together after 
he was Pope, and fo muft underftand Greek perfect- 
ly : But the true reafon why Vigiliws Epiftle was not 
added to thefe Latin Ads, was becaufe there was 
no’ fuch Epiftle then invented: For had he then 
writ fuch an Epifile, or in fix Months after, it would 
certainly have been joyned to both the Greek and 
Latin Copies for all Mens fatisfaction who were {canda- 
lized by his diffent, efpecially if that (which de 
Marca fuppofes) had been thought true in thole A- 
ges, viz. That the Decrees. of a General Council were 
invalid without the Popes Confirmation: But this is 
an Opinion of later Birth. _ 

Whatever he faith in defence of the fincerity. of Num. xxii. 
the Latin Ads, I agree to; but fince he borrows Lab. ib. 
from Crakenthorp, not only his Arguments, but his 
conjectures alfo, (fuch as altering the name of Do-. 
muus into ‘fobn, ec.) 1 muft believe the Author of 
this difcourfe had feen Crakeuthorp’s learned Hiftory 
of the fifth Council, yet durft not own it, becaufe he 
could not confute it. 

From the fame Author he borrows much of. what 4.44 yi 

' Ate elie : . Num.xxiu, &c. 

he fays, about condemning Origen's Opinions in this 794, col, 613. 
Council; But fince the Council was rifen, before 7 
gilias began to deliberate’ whether he fhould receive 
their A@s or no, (yea, and their Acts ‘as he thinks 
tranflated into Latin alfo,) how could ‘fuftimian af- 
ter this fend to the diffolyed Council, to know their 
Judgment. of Origen and his. Followers ? Therefore de 
Marea 


cs Yee ; 
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Hift, Chap. 
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(c) Liberat. 
Breviar. Cap. 
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Marca miftakes the point; and the learned Craken- 
thorp folves this difficulty much better (4), to which 
I refer the Reader ; And only will enquire how this 
Author and thofe Popes he cités could truly fay, chae 
no matters of Faith were handled in this fifth 
Council, if Origes and his Heretical Opifiions were 
here. condemned, as he goes about to prove? This 
is a manifelt contradi@ion.. The Senfe of thofe.Popés 
and others muft be, no Points of Faith decided ac 
Chalcedon , were called in Queftion over again here: 
For the Queftion only was, whether the Opinions in 
the three Chaprers were not condemned in the Coun- 
cil of Chalcedon: And thé fifth Council: affirming this 
concerning the Opinions of thrée Perfons, did no¢ 
(as fome feared) decree any new, or different point 
of Faith fromthe Council of Chalcedon. | 

It is a needlefs. thing to offer conje@ures aboué 
the reafon’, why Vigiliss in this Epiftle doth noe 
mention the condemning of Origen’s Errors's for the 
true reafon is obvious, which is, Becaufé thé Forger 
of this Epiftle had nothing .in-his Eye, bue to clear 
this Pope from the. main thing he was charged 
with, vz. defending three Heretical Chapters, and 
thar point hé makes ott : Igrant he had (yet only 
joyntly with other Patriarchs, and by following, not 
leading Suftinien) condemned Origen before, as Libe- 
ratus. declares (c): But I muft note, that Liberatus his 
telling us that fo particularly, and. faying nothing of 
Vigilius his Epittle to condemn the three Chapters, 
is a fhrewd fufpicion: there was no fuch Epiftle, 
fince Liberatus writ after Vigilius death , and was a 
favourer of the three Chapters, and writ all that he 
thought might difparage fuch as condemned them. 
To conclude, either the Authority of the Pope was 
not fo confiderable in thofe days, as this learned 
Apologift fancies, or Vigilius his carriage was fuch, 
that no body enquired what fide he was of, after 
his 9 often turnings; fince he lived above two 
years 
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years after this Council, and yet no mention in 
any genuine Wricer is made where he was » or how 
he carried himfelf to the time of his death, which 
is faid to have hapned in Sicily, An. 555. So little 
a figure did the Roman Pontiff then make; and 
when the Controverfie was revived in the time of 
Pelagius the Second, and Gregory the Great, they 
chole to. bury Vigilius name in filence, his inconftan- 
cy to his Principles and evil Pra@ices having made 
it the intereft of the Roman Church to clap him un- 
der Hatches fo long as his Chara@ter was remem- 
bred ; and this Apologift had better have followed 


their Policy, than. to raifé him (as he hath done) 
only to his greater fhame, 
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- r H.E Reafons of Preying for: the [Peace of our Jerufalem - In 4 
: Sermon Preached before the Queen at White-Hal/) on the Fafts 
Day, being Wednefday. Auguf? 29. 1694. by. Thomas. Comber, 'D.D..-Dean 
of Durham, and Chaplain in @rdinary to their Majefties,. Printed by 
Their Majefiies Special Command, mite petra fo owe 

A Daily Office for the Sick ;°Conipi'diout\of ‘the Holy Scriptures} and 
the Liturgy. -of cur Church ; with: eccafional Prayers; Meditations and 
DireGions. 4a fle reese 
. ‘The Catechifm of the Church. with proofs from the New Teftament, 
and. fome additional Queftions and ‘An{Wers, divided. into 12 Seétions by 
wath. Iham,D.B, Author of the Book lately publifhed, Entitled a 
Daily. Office, for the Sick, with direGions, &e.) 6)” | 
“A Church Catechi(m with a brief and eafie'Explanation thereof; for the 
help of the Meaneft Capacities and Weakeft Memories, in order to the 
eftablifhing them in the Religion of the Church of England, by T. G, 
Dean of D. 

The Pantheon, Reprefenting the Fabulous Hiftories’ of the Heathen 
Gods, and moft Mluftriovus Heroes ; ina fhort, plain and familiar Me- 
thod, by way of Dialogue, for the Ufe of Schools. Written by Fra. 
Pomey, of the Society. of Jefus; Author of the French and Latin Di- 
ctionary, for the Ufe of the Dauphin 

Becx Venerabilis opera Quedam Theologica, nunc primim edita, nec» 
non Hiftorica, antea femel edira. Accefferunt Egberti Archiepifcopi Ebo- 
racenfis Dialogus de Ecclefiafticd Inftirutione & Aldbelmi Epifcopi Scis 
reburnenfis Liber de Virginitate ex Codice antiquiffimo emendatus, 

Difquifitio in Hypothefin Baxterianam de Foedere Gratia,Ab initio & dee 
incepsy femper 8 ubique omnibus indulto, & adhuc apud Ethnicos & ex- 
tra-evangelicos vigente ac valente ad falutem. Authore Carolo Robotha- 
mo, Ecclefiz Anglican Presbytero Norfolcienfi, S. 7. B. 

Q. HoratitFlacci. Opera: Interpretatione & Noris Wluftravit Ludovi- 
cus Defprez, Cardinalitius Socius ac Rhetor Emeritus, Juffu Chriftianifimi 
Regis, in ufum Sereniffimi Delphini, ac Sereniffimorum Prifteipgm Bur- 
gundiz, Andium, Biturigum. Huic Editioni acceffere Vita Horatii, cum 
Daceriz Notis ejufdem Chronologia Horatiana, & Prefatio de Satire 
Romana. 

“L. Annei Flori serum Romanarum Epitome ; Interpretationé & Notis 
Wluftravit Anna Tanaquilla Fabri Tilia, Jufflu Chriftianiffimi Regis, in u- 
fum Sereniffimt Delphini. 


Compendium Grecum Novi Teftamenti, Continensex 7959. Verficulis - 


totius N. Teftamenti tantum Verficulos 1900: (nontamen integros) in qui- 
bus omnes univerfi Novi Teft. Voces, una cum Verfione Latina, Inveniun- 
tur: Auctore, Fohanne Lufden. Philof. Do&tore, & Lingus Sancte in Aca= 
demia Ultrajectina Profeflore Ordinario. Editio Quinta, 
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